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Introduction 


raq today does not live in the past. A modern and advanced 
civilisation is unfolding in this ancient land. History here is 

being recreated but on a much higher level than in the past. 
The building of socialism, based on humanism, represents this 
lofty level of Iraqi civilisation today. 


The architect of this new socialist construction in Iraq is the 
Arab Baath Socialist Party (ABSP) which emerged during the 
post-World War Il era — an era characterised by a massive 
upsurge of all subjugated peoples for political independence, 
economic emancipation and social progress. 


Although the ABSP was founded in Damascus by 
revolutionary intellectuals of Syria, its all-Arab ideology enjoined 
upon it to branch out to other parts of the fragmented Arab 
homeland. The Party found in Iraq a very fertile ground to spread 
its ideological and political roots. The Iraqi masses since long 
maintained their tradition of anti-imperialist, anti-colonial and anti- 
feudal struggles. So, they easily accepted and worked the ABSP 
programmes. The Party, in the circumstances, emerged stronger 
in relation to other parties, and at the same time, fought better for 
the emancipation of the people in the face of heavy odds. In a very 
short period of time, therefore, the Party captured the imagination 
of the people with whom it identified itself completely. 

The Party in Iraq came in-direct confrontation with the global 
war strategy of the imperialists when the Baghdad Pact was 
concluded. As the country was rich in oil wealth, it became 
growingly involved in the machinations of the imperialists, and in 
the process of struggle, the forces against imperialism also gained 
in strength. As a result of the anti-monarchical revolution of July 
14, 1958, the imperialist quarters sufferred a serious setback, 
and the multinational oil cartel lost its main prop. 


The monarchy represented the backward, feudal, anti- 
national and neo-colonial relations of production in Iraqi society. 
The political system that it threw up was designed to protect 
imperialist and reactionary vested interests. In the circumstances, 
the politics of the republican period assumed anti-imperialist, anti- 
colonial and anti-feudal overtone. This favourable objective 
condition, accentuated by a number of zionist wars of aggression, 
paved the way for the ABSP to take over power — once for a short 
while in 1963 and then conclusively in 1968. 


The ABSP-led Revolution of July 17, 1968, in the 
circumstances, set before itself the task of removing the vestiges 
of social backwardness by bringing about socialist transformation, 
defeating the machinations of the neo-colonial exploiters by 
nationalising oil, and taking effective measures for liberating 
usurped Palestine and other occupied Arab territories. The Party 
and Revolution, out of ideological conviction and _ historical 
compulsion, have responded to these challenges effectively. 
Each and every situation, both severally and collectively, has 
demanded of the political leadership of the country to rearrange its 
domestic and international political equation. For its part, the 
political leadership, under the able guidance of President Saddam 
Hussein and former President Ahmed Hassan al-Bakr, has 
proved itself equal to the task. The all-round economic 
development, the universal drive for the — cultu- 
ral upliftment of the masses and the unlimited success of 
the Revolution in inculcating among the broadest sections of 
people a sense of keenness to protect and defend the Revolution 
as the source of their emancipation and progress, are some of the 
accomplishments in which every Iraqi can reasonably take pride. 

The present work is:a collection of articles which had earlier 
been printed in the Iraq Today magazine. They have been 
thoroughly revised and edited. Incidentally, most of these articles 
appeared in the magazine under the author's by-line of ‘Political 
Analyst’. 
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Some of the articles, particulary those on Palestine and 
Arab-zionist conflict, are essentially topical. The author tried to 
follow up, as the events unfolded themselves, the so-called 
‘peace’ process in the Middle-East. There are, therefore, some 
unavoidable repetitions. But a general thread has been 
maintained. 


As for the other subjects, the struggle for oil nationalisation 
and the development of Non-aligned Movement have been 
discussed in details, relatively speaking, in view of their 
importance in the contemporary history of struggles of the Third 
World countnes. 

An effort has been made to develop a central theme through 
these articles, namely, that Unity, Freedom and Socialism can be 
attained only by sustained struggle and there is no half-way- 
house between liberation and subjugation. 


October, 1979 M.S.A. 


Chapter One 


Baath Revolution: Theory 
and Application in Iraq 


The Emergence of the Arab Baath Socialist Party 


The history of the Arab Baath Socialist Party (ABSP) is the 
history of the Arabs’ struggle for unity, freedom and socialism. The 
Arab Baath Socialist Party emerged during the period of the 
victory of socialism as a world order in place of capitalism which 
degenerated into imperialism to mark its decline. The Arab 
nationalists who were struggling to restore the unity of Arab 
homeland and achieve independence under the banner of the 
ABSP, armed themselves with the revolutionary ideology of 
socialism. This significant ideological orientation of the ABSP 
made it fudamentally different from the other contemporary liberal 
nationalist parties, such as the National Party and the People’s 
Party of Syria and the Wafd Party of Egypt. These liberal parties 
remained confined into the living rooms of exploiting classes, while 
the ABSP worked among the toiling masses and over the years 
developed as a revolutionary party through the process of 
struggle under the existing objective conditions. 


The Arabs who were under the yoke of the Ottoman rule for 
400 years, struggled hard to preserve their identity during this 
period. Although a handful among them conveniently became 
‘Pashas’ or ‘Beys’, their vast majority refused to change their 
colour or forego their aspirations as Arabs. Their national will and 
sentiments proved to be stronger a force than the ‘firmans’ of 
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Constantinople. The emergence of secret political societies like the 
‘Muntada al-Arabi’, ‘Al-Ahd’ and ‘Al Ekha’aa al-Arabi, even before 
the collapse of the Ottoman Empire during the First World War, 
was the expression of effective Arab resistance to the Sublime 
Porte. These societies, however, did not have strong ideological 
moorings or comprehensive plan of action for making a 
successful revolution, but they did represent the burning urge of 
the Arabs for freedom from Ottoman domination. 


On the other hand, the imperialist powers, notably, Britain, 
France, Germany and Czarist Russia, cast their covetous eyes on 
the declining Ottoman Empire. Before the discovery of oil in this 
part of the world, the Western powers fought among themselves 
for controlling this strategically important area adjacent to Africa 
and lying in between the Indian sub-continent and Europe. These 
European powers wanted to ensure an unhindered supply of raw 
materials and manpower on the cheapest of terms for their 
expanding industries and secure the markets for their finished 
products. Britain became much more aggressive than the rest in 
her bid to control the area after the outbreak of the first Indian 
armed resistance to her rule (Sepoy Mutiny of 1857). For the sake 
of preserving “Her Majesty’s Empire” in India and Africa it had to 
have an uninterrupted control over the Red Sea and the Arabian 
Gulf so as to emerge as the master of the Indian Ocean. 


Earlier Britain had occupied a vantage position in the area 
by establishing at Basrah an agency of the East India Company. 
When the Suez Canal opened in 1869, Britain secured 
concessions from France for the movement of her troops to India. 
Around the same time Britain occupied Cyprus (1878) and Egypt 
(1882) and for strategical purposes connected the Arabian Gulf 
area with the Mediterranean by constructing a telegraph line. 
Germany, in the meantime, obtained from the Ottoman Sultanate 
concession to build a railway line from Istanbul to Basrah. The 
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prospect of striking oil in Mosul willayet of Iraq had already taken 
Anglo-German rivalry to a high pitch. And now the railway 
concession granted to the Germans was viewed by Britain as a 
direct threat not only to its political and commercial interests in 
India, but also to the newly found Iranian oil fields and its potential 
oil interests in Iraq. 


The penetration of Western influence into the Arab homeland 
not only heightened the contradiction between the imperialists 
and the people, but also enhanced the political awareness of the 
Arab whose minds had already been stirred up by the message of 
the French Revolution and the concept of nationalism and 
egalitarianism as well as by the ernergence of Young Turks 
movement. The politically oriented sections of people became 
growingly concerned over the fate of their homeland which had 
become the hotbed of imperialist rivalry even before its 
independence. To them the task of achieving independence from 
the Ottoman rule and fighting off the more powerful Western 
monsters was logically interlinked. And therefore, anti-imperialism 
became an essential condition for the successs of the national 
liberation movement. 


The anti-imperialist features of the national liberation 
movement of the Arab homeland developed much clearly during 
the First World War. Riding on the crest of the Arabs’ urge for 
independence, the Anglo-French imperialists, together with 
Czarist Russia, conspired to replace the Ottomans in the area. 
They projected themselves as friends of the Arabs hiding their real 
intentions. These conspiracies were embodied in the secretly 
concluded Sykes-Picot Agreement of 1916 for fragmenting the 
Arab homeland and bringing the truncated political entities under 
the spheres of influence or direct control of London, Paris and 
Petrograd. After the October Socialist Revolution of 1917, the 
Bolshevik government divulged the contents of the agreement, a 
copy of which was available at the archives of the Russian Foreign 
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Ministry. The agreement proved to be a document of Himalayan 
deception to the Arabs, though a section of their leaders thought 
erroneously that the imperialists would help liberate their land 
from the Ottomans. 


Thus, the struggle of the Arabs for the unity of their homeland 
became interwoven with their struggle against imperialist 
penetration, occupation and hegemony. It was also proved that 
there was no room for opportunism in national liberation struggle; 
it had to be thorough-going and based on principles. Or else, the 
struggle for freedom would end up in changing masters only. 


The most pernicious deception was played against the Arabs 
the following year when the British government declared its 
intention to plant in the Arab homeland a zionist “home” as a 
spearhead of imperialist aggression against the Arabs (Balfour 
Declaration of 1917). 


The post-World War | period witnessed the unfolding of Arab 
revolutionary struggles against the occupying Anglo-French 
powers. Under the auspices of the League of Nations, the Sykes- 
Picot Agreement was implemented by the decisions of the San 
Remo (Italy) Conference held in April, 1920. The Ottoman 
possessions in the Arab homeland were divided up between 
France and Britain. Iraq, Palestine and Transjordan were placed 
under British mandate, while Syria and Lebanon went under 
French mandate. The decisions also made it clear that the Balfour 
Declaration would be implemented and Turkish and German 
interests in the Turkish Oil Company (TPC) for exploiting the oil 
resources of Mosul willayet of Iraq would vest in British 
companies. But the Anglo-French occupying powers failed to 
stem the tide of popular uprisings against these decisions. Syria 
proclaimed independence in July, 1920, and _ anti-British 
revolutionary movements swept through Iraq in June, 1920. 
Palestine rose against British authorities the same year. In 1922, 
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strong nationalist movements broke out in Egypt. In 1925 again 
Syria witnessed full-scale war launched by French troops against 
the patriotic forces. These movements were crushed by 
imperialist powers with a heavy hand (The massacre committed 
by French troops at Maysalun in Syria, on July 24, 1920, can be 
compared in cruelty and ferocity, only with the carnage committed 
by Britain at Jalinwalla Bagh, India, in 1919, where the British 
troops fired 1600 rounds of ammunition on a non-violent crowd 
who had no means of exit from the place of occurrence). 


In these revolutionary battles the people of the Arab 
homeland learned the precious lesson that the form of struggle for 
national liberation had to be armed struggle based on people’s 
support, because, an armed enemy could convincingly be 
defeated only at the battleground. As a result of this experience 
the Arab fighters found out that the struggle of the people had to 
be led by a superior organisation capable of mobilising the people 
and at the same time leading an armed revolution. 


The people also learned from their own experience that the 
imperialist conspiracy in the area could be defeated only by 
forging national unity of the Arab people, because, the fragmented 
entities were the embodiments of imperialist conspiracy against 
the Arabs. Fragmentation ran counter to Arab aspirations. 


The struggle of the people against the Ottoman rule 
developed into a struggle against the new masters — the Westem 
imperialists. This struggle received additional momentum when 
the imperialists started exploiting the area's resources, 
particularly its petroleum. The struggle for political independence 
based on the unity of the Arabs and the fight for exercising 
sovereignty over national resources merged into one and the 
same struggle. 


Since the broad masses were the main force for carrying the 
revolutionary movement through to the end, their emancipation 
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from the clutches of the exploiting classes became a prerequisite 
for the successful conclusion of the revolution. And only through 
socialist transformation of society could the exploitation of man by 
man be abolished. 


These realisation and experiences led the Arab revolu- 
tionaries to formulate three fundamental and comprehensive 
objectives — Unity, Freedom and Socialism. They based their 
ideology on the most progressive and revolutionary ideas of man. 
They also felt the need for new discoveries in the field of 
revolutionary thinking in the light of their own experience and also 
in-view of the objective and subjective conditions under which the 
Arab revolution was unfolding. They came to realise that a 
revolutionary ideology must serve as a guide to action. 


In this historical background and with the ideological and 
political orientation discussed above, a group of revolutionaries of 
Syria founded in Damascus a revolutionary political party under 
the name of the “Arab Baath (renaissance) Movement” (ABM). 


At the outset the party took up modest programmes. In 1941 
the leader of the Movement, Mr. Michel Aflaq, issued a statement 
attacking the harsh measures the government of President Shukni 
al-Kuwatly was taking against revolutionary cadres. Mr. Aflaq was 
also critical of inefficient economic management of Mr. Kuwatly. 

The same year when Rashid Aali al-Gailani launched his anti- 
British revolutionary movement in Iraq, the Arab Baath Movement 
extended support to him and formed a society called the 
“Movement for Supporting Iraq”. 


In 1943, Mr. Aflaq and Mr. Salaheddin Bitar, another 
prominent leader of the ABM, organised a huge mass rally in 
Damascus and explained to the people the Party’s objectives and 
ideology. 


In 1944, Mr. Aflaq addressed a rejoinder to President 
Roosevelt opposing US encouragement to Jewish immigration 
into Palestine. This issue was assuming alarming proportions at 


that time. 

In 1945 when French forces mounted a fresh aggression on 
Syrian political institutions and occupied the Parliament building, 
the ABM, which by then gathered sufficient strength, initiated 
armed partisan battles. In these battles groups of armed men 
used to be. commanded by experienced Party leaders. In the 
process the Party attracted in fold, besides the conscious section of 
the toiling masses and a large number of intellectuals, patriotic 
elements of the armed forces. Party cells grew in barracks and a 
“National Military Wing” of the Party was founded. It used to work 
underground. The Party also opposed Kuwatly’s move to 
conclude peace with France behind the back of the people and at 
the behest of Winston Churchill. Kuwatly’s colaboration with King 
Faruq of Egypt was opposed. The Party was also critical of the 
way the Arab League was founded. 


During this period (1945-46) the Party published a 
clandestine newspaper and distributed leaflets calling upon 
people to intensify their struggle for Unity, Freedom and Socialism 
— the three fundamental tasks the Party set before it. The 
comprehensive nature of the three tasks was also explained to the 
people. 

After conducting the above political and organisational work 
among the masses and the patriotic armed forces, the Arab Baath 
Movement held its First Congress in Damascus on April 4 1947, 
under the slogan of “One Arab Nation with an Immortal Mission”. 
On April 7, the congress adopted the manifesto and Constitution of 
the Party. The nomenclature of the Party was changed into the 
“Arab Baath Socialist Party (ABSP) under the new constitution. 


In 1948 when “Israel” was imposed on the Arab homeland, 
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the Arab Baath Socialist Party called upon the Arab masses to 
take up arms and join the volunteers of the Palestine liberation 
forces who were waging a bitter struggle to undo the partition of 
Palestine. The Party also enlisted its own armed cadres and 
committed them to the front. 


On April 3, 1949 when Colonel Hussni al-Zaem, Chief of 
Staff, staged military coup d’etat in Syria, the leaders of the ABSP 
were either arrested or forced to go underground. 


On August 14, 1949, when Colonel Sami al-Hannawi 
overthrew Hussni al-Zaem, in the wake of the Arab debacle in 
Palestine, the British government hatched a plot to annex Syria to 
lraq in order to extend the Royal Iraqi regime over Syrian region. 
The ABSP opposed the move. On December 20, 1949, Colonel 
Adib Shishakly took over power in Syria by another coup. 


In 1950 the Party opposed Anglo-US-French declaration 
concerning the Middle East and urged the Arabs to maintain 
neutrality between Eastern and Western power blocs. The Party 
also opposed the policies of the Arab League, which betrayed pro- 
Western leanings. 


During these periods the ideas and policies of the ABSP 
attracted the militant Arab political activists. Its branches were set 
up in many Arab countries. The first Party branch was set up in 
Jordan in 1948 and the following year two branches were set up in 
Lebanon and Iraq. The Arab Baath Socialist Party under whose 
banner other socialist parties rallied, formed a National Front in a 
conference held in Homs (Syria) in 1952. This Front maintained 
mass contact, while the ABSP functioned underground. The Party 
suffered a setback during Col. Shishakly’s rule. The Party 
organised mass movements to oust his regime and through these 
movements gained popularity among the people and patriotic 
elements in the armed forces. In February, 1954, when the 
Shishakly regime was overthrown, the Party came out in the open 
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and published its first newspaper. 


The same year ABSP representatives met in Damascus to 
hold the Second National Congress of the Party. The Congress 
elected Mr. Michel Aflag as the Secretary-General of the National 
Leadership of the Arab Baath Socialist Party (ABSP). 


During the subsequent years the practical implementation of 
Eisenhower Doctrine, Iraq’s participation in Baghdad: Pact and 
Anglo-French-'Israeli’ aggression on Suez gave rise to a serious 
situation in the Arab homeland. The Party worked as a vanguard 
of Arab political opinion against these imperialist offensive. 


In February, 1958, the ABSP welcomed the unification of 
Egypt and Syria. But the announcement of the Hashemite 
Federation between Iraq and Jordan and the U.S. intervention in 
Lebanon placed the Party in a precarious position. The July 14 
(1958) Revolution in Iraq, althought succeeded in overthrowing 
monarchy, failed to bring about desired changes in the situation. 
Party organisations were forcibly dissolved in Syria and Jordan 
and regional opportunist tendencies appeared in Iraq and 
elsewhere. 


In these circumstances the Third National Congress of the 
Party was held in Beirut on August 27, 1959 The Congress 
extended full support to the Algerian Revolution. A year after, the 
Party held its Fourth National Congress in Beirut in August 1960, 
and studied the situation arising from the hostility of the Egyptian 
and Iraqi regimes towards the ABSP. 

The Fifth National Congress of the Party which was held late 
in May, 1962 in Homs-Syria, expressed grave concern at the role 
of the Syrian regime and decided to set up a party branch in 
Damascus at any cost. 

On February 8, 1963, the ABSP was able to overthrow Karim 
Qassim and assume power in Iraq. In Syria also the ABSP took over 
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power in the name of the National Council of Revolution. The 
Baathists of Iraq and Syria prevailed upon President Nasser to 
sign a pact on April 17, 1963, effecting a confederation of UAR, 
Syria and Iraq. But the confederation pact did not live long; UAR 
subsequently withdrew from it. 


In these circumstances the Sixth National Congress of the 
Party was held in Damascus on October 5, 1963. The Congress 
discussed the possibility of forging political unity between Syria 
and Iraq. But the unity effort suffered a serious setback when 
Abdus-Salam Aref of Iraq staged a counter-revolutionary 
coup d'tat on November 18, 1963 and ousted the ABSP from 
power. 

The Party held its Seventh National Congress on February 
14-17, 1964, under the shadow of previous year’s setback. In 
April 1965 the Party was able to hold the Eighth National 
Congress which studied the causes of setbacks and put across 
new programmes. 

In the wake of the reverses suffered by the Arabs in their war with 
the zionist enemy in June, 1967, the ABSP came forward to 
mobilise all the Arab potentials to avenge defeat and raise 
revolutionary morale high. Restive masses extended full support 
to the ABSP which considered the liberation of Palestine the 
central task of the Arab liberation struggle. 


Under the darkest shadow of June defeat, the Ninth National 
Congress of ABSP was held in Beirut in February, 1968. The 
Congress adopted a number of far-reaching decisions regarding 
inner-party democracy and the tactical line to be followed for 
achieving the strategic objectives of revolution. The Congress 
found that from late fifties to mid sixties, all the setbacks suffered 
in the course of struggle stemmed from some grave basic faults, 
the foremost of which was the deviation of the Arab progressive 
forces from the path of joint struggle against imperialism, zionism 
and reaction. This deviation gave rise to in-fighting among the 
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progressive forces themselves to their own detriment. The 
development of negative aspects of the July, 1958, Revolution, 
the failure of the Egyptian-Syrian Union and the setbacks of 
November 18, 1963 in Iraq, and finally the defeat of the Arabs in 
June, 1967 war, were, to a large extent, the outcome of this 
deviation. 

On the basis of the above correct assessment of the 
situation, the Ninth National Congress took the following historic 
decisions: 


a) The Party would follow the principle of objective and 
revolutionary self-criticism. 


b) People’s War would be the strategy to liberate Palestine. 


c) Military coup method would be replaced by Popular 
National Front strategy. 


d) Armed people’s struggle would be waged to achieve the 
Party goals of Unity, Freedom and Socialism. 


In pursuance to the decisions of the Ninth National Congress, 
the A.B.S.P. intensified its revolutionary campaigns in Iraq, where 
it was able to assume power through the revolution of July 17-30, 
1968. Since then the centre of gravity of the Arab revolutionary 
movement, led by the ABSP, has shifted to Baghdad. 


On the basis of the above organisational principles and the 
tactical measures drawn up at the Ninth Congress and confirmed 
in the Tenth and Eleventh National Congresses held in Baghdad 
in March 1970 and October, 1977 respectively, the ABSP has 
marched. forward to accomplish the Arab revolution. The 
revolutionary character of the Party ideology has led the ABSP to 
base all its social and economic analyses on dialectical concept of 
social change. The Party believes that the fundamental 
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contradictions existing in the national and international spheres 
cannot be resolved by peaceful means cr through evolutionary 
process. A bold and courageous revolutionary campaign of 
immense strength and impact is capable of bringing about 
qualitative changes in the existing national and international 
realities. This formulation has been arrived at on the basis of the 
accumulated revolutionary theory and practice of the whole human- 


kind. 


In the formation of its strategic tasks, the ABSP has taken into 
consideration that as no bourgeois-democratic revolution has 
taken place in the Arab homeland, and as the Arab revolutionary 
movement has developed during the era of socialist revolution, 
the ABSP will have to accomplish three revolutions at one and the. 
same time. These are: 


a) A cultural revolution at the intellectual level to rid the 
masses of their backwardness which impedes their forward move- 
ment and hinders the development of their creative faculties. 

b) A revolution at the economic level to replace semi-feudal 
and semi-capitalist relations of production by socialist relations, so 
as to free the forces of production, both at rural and urban areas, 
of their fetters which are inconsistent with the social needs for an 
economic upsurge. 


c) A revolution against the fragmentation of the Arab 
homeland and the reactionary consequences and manifestations 
of such fragmented existence. 


Remaining totally committed to the strategic task of 
accomplishing the above-mentioned revolutions on pan-Arab 
level, the Party considered it tactically important to assume power 
in one or any Arab country of today, taking into consideration the 
need for building a strong-based area of the Arab revolution. The 
counter-revolutionary violence unleashed both in Iraq and Syria 
against the Party and the attempted liquidation of the revolution in 
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both countries made it absolutely necessary for the Party to work 
for assumption of power in any Arab country where conditions 
permit, for the sake of saving the revolution and carrying it 
forward. 


Conditions were found ripe in Iraq. On July 17, 1968, the 
ABSP did not vacillate to seize the opportunity provided by 
historical and social factors. It made the revolution and 
consolidated its power base over the years. It succeeded in 
building in Iraq a bastion of Arab revolution and defending the 
same in the face of imperialist, zionist and reactionary 
conspiracies. The Arab revolution has now joined in the 
mainstream of world. revolutionary movements, thanks to the 
correct policies pursued by the ABSP. 


The Makings of July 17 Revolution 


The Revolution of July 14, 1958, was initially acclaimed by 
the people, because, it overthrew a monarchy that did not enjoy 
legitimacy to rule. The leaders of the revolution, therefore, had to 
establish revolutionary legitimacy for themselves, to run the affairs 
of the new Republic. This they could do only by responding to the 
expectations of the people. When that response became 
inadequate and unfavourable, the ground for another 
revolutionary change was prepared. More so, because, in the 
wake of the anti-monarchy revolution people’s expectations rose 
high and their age-old belief in the infallibity of the power that should 
be was completely shattered. Therefore, the new authority of the 
state had to justify its coming into being. In other words, the rulers 
came under the watchful eye of the ruled who assumed the role of 
the ultimate arbiter of their own destiny. As a result, when the 
leaders of the 1958 Revolution began faltering, the will of the 
people found expression through the organised resistance put up 
by the Arab Baath Socialist Party (ABSP). 
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The 1958 regime came under public criticism primarily on the 
following counts: (a) failure to solve the agrarian question; (b) 
failure to solve the question of industrial ownership, contro! and 
management; (c) failure to solve the question of oil resources; and 
(d) failure to solve the questions of Palestine and forge national 
unity. 

On agrarian question the 1958 regime issued Law No. 30 of 1958 to 
limit the ceiling of land holdings. As a result small and medium 
sized ownership increased; but the reform failed to break the 
backbone of feudal relations of production. The cunning and 
ruthless feudal elements taking the advantage of the loopholes of 
the law and winning over to their side the rulers who were not 
motivated by any ideology, retained their hold on the land by 
securing amendments to the law. They also received huge sums 
of money as compensation. The man behind the plough remained 
as poor and enchained as ever before and agricultural productivity 


remained at a low level. 
On the question of industrial management the 1958 regime 


took a number of progressive steps. It brought under state control 
some vital sectors of economy. But no effective measures were 
taken to develop socialist cadres with socialist consciousness 
who would run state-owned industrial enterprises. As a result 
bureaucratism perverted the otherwise progressive measures and 
industrial maladministration brought stagnation to national 
economy. The working class, instead of becoming the willing 
partners in socialist construction, ended up as wage-slaves of 
state capitalism. 


The most vital sector of national economy of Iraq was oil and 
the 1958 regime took a number of bold steps in this regard. But 
the regime failed to face up, with revolutionary zeal and stamina, 
to the conspiracies of the foreign oil cartels represented by the 
lraq Petroleum Company (IPC). The government submitted a 
number of demands to the oil cartels for redressing the injustice 
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meted out to Iraq during the past decades. The off companies, 
ignoring the government pleadings, continued to reduce the 
production and lower the price of oil unilaterally in the interest of 
their optimum profit and with a view to bringing the government to 
its knees. Declining oil revenue, stagnant non-oil sectors of 
economy and extravagant unproductive spendings made the 
situation worse. In the compelling circumstances the government 
enacted Law No. 80 in order to bring the foreign oil companies 
under the arm of an Iraqi law which defined the areas of 
exploitation of oil by the foreign oil cartels and the Iraqi National 
Oil Company (INOC). But, as the credibility of the government 
reached the lowest possible level, the oil cartels plotted to subvert 
the Law No. 80 and continued to reduce production. The net result 
was that the regime continued to lose the confidence of the people 
who wanted .to see a government, capable of bringing the oil cartels to 
their knees and liberating the precious black gold from their 
clutches. 


On pan-Arab level the 1958 regime failed hopelessly in its 
task of forging national unity and taking effective measures 
towards realising the national aspirations of the people of 
Palestine. The regime under people’s pressure pulled Iraq out of 
the imperialist military alliance of the Baghdad Pact; but it could 
not proceed further. The time was favorable for bringing about 
greater unity of the anti-imperialist Arab ranks. But, the personal 
ambitions of the person in authority came in clash with the 
imperatives of building national unity. Self-glorification and 
regional chauvinism blurred the vision of the leadership. The 
battle for realising national unity of the fragmented Arab homeland 
and liberating occupied Palestine from the aggressive hands of 
the zionists was considered less important than the battle for 
survival of the regime that degenerated into one-man rule. The 
people wanted unity and liberation. A regime that failed to take 
any positive steps in that direction, could no longer inspire 
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confidence in the minds of the people. In the process the regime, 
which lost all its legitimacy to rule, was overthrown on February 8, 
1963, by the Arab Baath Socialist Party (ABSP) the vanguard of 
the revolutionary masses. 


However, in a given society a revolutionary situation is 
considered to be ripe when (a) the ruling class becomes totally 
isolated from the disillusioned broad masses, (b) the oppressed 
and exploited people become subjectively prepared for a drastic 
change and (c) a party, armed with a revolutionary ideology and 
organisationally capable of carrying out the task of revolution, 
develops. Among these three factors the most decisive is the third 
one without which a revolutionary situation may degenerate into 
chaos paving the way for a counter-revotutionary take-over. 


In the case of February 8 Revolution conditions (a) and (b) 
had fully developed, but not condition (c). The Arab Baath 
Socialist Party (ABSP) that sparked the revolution, could not, for 
reasons beyond its control, carry the revolution through to the 
end. The counter-revolutionary forces were being backed. by local 
reactionaries, intemational finance capital and imperialist trouble- 
mongers. Therefore, a serious set-back took place on November 
18 of the same year when the leadership of the Revolution was 
overthrown by a counter-revolutionary putsch. 


The November regime, however, failed to.deliver the goods 
to the people. The feudal influence, though theoretically 
destroyed, remained very strong as a result of the misapplication 
of the land reform law. The small holdings sector was weak and 
unproductive. Farmers lacked capital and inputs. Marketing 
expertise and facilities remained beyond their reach. Their 
miseries mounted because of the influence of usurpers who 
represented feudal interests in rural society. A new relationship 
based on exploitation appeared owing to the leasing out of lands 
by the impoverished tillers of the land to the feudal and bourgeois 
classes. This resulted in the increase in number of landless 
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peasants in the country-side and a migration of such peasants to 
cities ensued. This situation further defeated the purpose of land 
reform and agricultural productivity touched a new low turning a 
self-sufficient Iraq into an importer of foodstuff. 


During the intervening period from July, 1958 to November, 
1963, the masses became more.conscious of their rights. So, the 
November regime had to undertake a number of progressive 
measures in order to mitigate the sufferings of the peasantry and 
working class. In industrial field the regime undertook to increase 
the dominance of the public sector. Many large and middle-sized 
industries were nationalised. But as these progressive steps were 
not taken from any ideological motivation, the bourgeois class 
successfully undermined them thraugh corrupt and class- 
conscious rightist bureaucrats. Mismanagement and manipulation 
robbed the nationalisation measures of the progressive content. 
The public sector, instead of becoming the mainstay of national 
economy, turned into a heavy burden on the state and a drain on 
the public exchequer. The regime failed the people on all counts, 
and therefore, the need for a genuine revolutionary change arose. 


The crucial stage came after the defeat of the Arab forces on 
June 5, 1967 when vast Arab territories were occupied by the 
zionist-imperialist aggressors. The people were no_ longer 
prepared to live with deception, disgrace and humiliation. 


The ABSP found the Iraqi soil most fertile for a decisive 
revolutionary stroke. The party had by now emerged stronger, 
both organisationally and ideologically, in the face of ruthless 
suppression. Workers, peasants and revolutionary soldiers were 
organised under the leadership of the Party to undertake the task 
of accomplishing the revolution based on the ideology and aims of 
the Party. 


The moment of decisive strike came at 3 a.m. on July 17, 
1968. The party succeeded in seizing power in Baghdad. By 3 
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p.m. of July 30, 1968, the party firmly consolidated its position 
throughout the country. Since then the Revolution of July 17, 
1968, has been marching forward towards realising the aims of 
Unity, Freedom and Socialism making its base area, Iraq, an 
impregnable bastion of Arab. Revolution. The mistakes of the 
regimes of 1958 and 1963 stood as negative examples before the 
1968 Revolution. And the correct theoretical conceptions acquired 
through years of struggle served as its solid foundation. 


Three Major Tasks Accomplished 


The Arab Baath Socialist Party (ABSP) made the July 17 
Revolution of 1968 in the face of serious domestic, pan-Arab and 
international challenges. The people of Iraq, who lived through the 
broken pledges of July 14 Revolution, the unfulfilled aspirations of 
February 8 Revolution and the white terror of November 18 
putsch, were no longer prepared to accpet things at their face 
value. In order to be convinced of the efficacy and stability of the 
latest revolution they wanted to see concrete results. The Party 
and the Revolution had to prove their credentials to the people 
who had attained higher degree of political consciousness during 


the post-monarchical decade. 


For its part, the ABSP learnt through experience that mere 
seizure of power was not an end in itself. In order to make the 
revolution meaningful to the people the Party would have to 
address itself to the task of bringing about a thorough-going social 
revolution which, in its turn, called for resolution of basic 
contradictions in society. 


The most dominant of the contradictions that existed’ in the 
society at the time was between the whole people and the foreign 
multinational oil companies. These companies. used to plunder 
the most precious national wealth of Iraqi petroleum. The Party 
and Revolution, therefore, undertook to resolve this major 
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contradiction on a priority basis. Being alive to the severe nature 
of the struggie against multinationals who were organically linked 
with world imperialism, the Party and Revolution decided to forge 
greater national unity so that the whole people could be mobilised 
for the coming battle. A number of steps of historic import were 
taken in this regard. These included, among others, the formation 
of a national front comprising all the patriotic, progressive and 
nationalist political parties, groups and individuals, the settlement 


of Kurdish issue and the nationalisation of oil. 


In spite of being the undisputed leader of the July 17 
Revolution, the ABSP entered into an alliance with the Communist 
Party (ICP) Kurdish Democratic Party (D.P.K) and Kurdish Revolu- 
tionary Party (K.R.P) as well as progressive groups and individuals to 
form the Progressive, Patriotic, National Front (PPNF). Besides being 
an example of democratic tolerance set by the ABSP, the Front 
heralded a point of departure in the course of contemporary 
political history. In a number of countries of the Third World, in the 
name of protecting the revolution or achieving higher economic 
growth rate, the regimes opted for one-party or non-party system 
of government. These measures were often taken with the best of 
intentions, no doubt. But subsequent events proved that the laws 
of social development were more powerful than the good 
intentions of individuals. When the plurality of parties was done 
away with without resolving fundamental contradictions in 
Society,. the bourgeoisie, by virtue of its long-standing priviledged 
position, emerged as the dominant class unhindered by the 
organised resistance of the broad masses’. In most cases, thus, 
the bourgeoisie in effect exercised its dictatorship over the whole 
society. The possibility of the development of this phenomenon in 
lraq had been nipped in the bud by the leading party, the ABSP 
The Party decided not to follow the above mentioned pattern. Its 
commitment to democracy and its understanding of the 
importance of popular revolutionary mobilisation helped it to opt 
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for plurality of parties, organised in a common platform for 
achieving national cohesion. 


After accomplishing this task the Party and Revolution’set out 
to take on the oil cartels, who, despite overt and covert support 
from imperialist powers and local reactionaries, had to bow out. 
The July 17 Revolution, for the first time in Iraq's history, 
completely nationalised the Iraq Petroleum Company (IPC), a 
multinational cartel of foreign oil companies, by a series of actions 
taken, first, on March 1, 1972 and then on June 1, 1972, and 
finally on December 8, 1975. and thereby Iraq established its 
sovereignty over its national resources (Discussed in detail in 
another article). An example was also set before the other 
emerging nations to strive for achieving similar victories in their 
struggle for economic independence so as to make their political 
independence meaningful. 


After assuming power the July 17 Revolution undertook to 
settle the age-old Kurdish issue. As the ABSP was committed to 
freeing the whole people of Iraq including the Kurds and other 
cultural minorities, from the shackles of backwardness and 
ensuring the fulfilment of their legitimate aspirations, the 
settlement of the Kurdish issue was taken up as a national 
obligation by the Party and Revolution. 


The former regimes either showed lack of genuine desire to 
tackle the problem or failed to grasp the inherent character of the 
whole question. Imperialisms and their agents took advantage of 
this stalemate and further complicated the matter by instigating 
some Kurdish factions to take to arms. Hostilities marred the 
fraternal relations between the Kurds and other citizens of Iraq 
and rendered national cohesion difficult to attain. 


The Party and the Revolution proceeded to solve the 
question from the theoretical understanding that the rights of 
nationalities were in essence democratic rights and the realisation 
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of these rights contributed to the democratisation of the whole 
society. The revival of cultural heritage, the development of 
language and literature and the flourishing of latent characteristic 
talents of all nationalities constituting Iraqi society were what an 
advanced Iraq cannot afford to ignore (Detailed discussion 
follows). 


Devolution for the Sake of Common Weal 


In the aftermath of the First World War, when colonial 
empires started breaking up in the face of mounting pressure of 
national liberation movements, the hitherto subjugated peoples 
urged the fulfillment of their national rights, particularly in the 
sphere of cultural distinctiveness. On the other hand, with the 
advance of science and technology, the economic activities of the 
state expanded enormously and this phenomenon called for 
centralised management of resources as well as requirements. 
These political and economic imperatives gave rise to the concept of 
economic centralisation and cultural decentralisation in a multi- 
national or complex polity. In other words, the state sought to 
strike a bmance between the spiritual urge and material needs of 
the citizens. In the process the age-old concept of federalism, 
based on the laissez-faire economic system of rising capitalism, 
as exemplified by the American constitutional arrangements of 
1787, underwent a radical and fundamental change. 


Under the American system except for defence, foreign 
affairs including foreign trade, and currency, which were listed for 
the centre, all residuary powers vested in the federating units The 
Canadian system, evolved subsequently, reversed the position to 
vest the federating units with listed powers, while residuary 
powers went to the centre or the federal authority. This was a 
change in form only, and not in content. Both the systems were in 
effect the product of a political concept that stood for non- 
interference by the state in the individual citizen’s economic 
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activity. According to them, the power of the ‘necessary evil’ 
— the state — should be limited and this limitation should be 
exercised, among other measures, by devolution. Under these 
systems, the autonomy of units was but an institutionalised 
expression of the individual’s licence to curb the powers of the 
central authority or the state in so far as his right to exploit, for his 
own selfish gains, fellow citizens and others is concerned. At 
another situation, the struggle between the centre and the unit 
resulted from the internal contradiction of the capitalist system 
itself — a system in which one is always trying to swallow the 
other. This bitter struggle used to be glorified by the apologists of 
capitalist system as ‘inviolability of the individual's right’, ‘respect 
for the will of nationalities’ and the like. In the rhetoric of highly 
philosophical phraseology was submefged the real issue — the 
issue of the ruthless exploitation of the teeming millions by a 
handful of privileged few. And this disparity between haves and 
havenots could not be removed by the principles of old-style 
federalism which prevented any drastic aclon by the central 
authority with regard to social and economic problems, although 
the solution of these problems required such radical actions on 
federal or central, rather than regional or unit, level. 


In the post-World War | era, therefore, there developed a new 
type of federalism. or a new concept to deal with the problems of 
nationalities or cultural minorities in a multinational complex state. 
The new concept or system was based on the absence of cultural 
domination as well as economic exploitation. The Soviet Union 
and Yugoslavia were among the countries that sought to respond 
to the challenges thrown up by new political realities. The success 
of this new system lies in the elimination of exploitation along with 
guaranteeing cultural distinctiveness. In the absence of measures 


for ending exploitation, any step for ensuring cultural 
distinctiveness would result in failure. The reverse was also true. 
Therefore, any meaningful measure, at this historical stage, for 
solving the problems of nationalities or cultural minorities, will 
have to be based on the principles of economic centralisation and 
cultural decentralisation. In other words, devolution for the sake of 
people’s common weal, and not for devolution’s sake. 


In solving the Kurdish problem, the government and the 
political leadership of Iraq, ever since the July 17 Revolution of 
1968, have remained alive to the twin objectives of ensuring 
cultural rights and ending economic exploitation. Issues like land 
reform in the interest of agrarian revolution, large-scale 
industrialisation, modern communication network and high-cost 
irrigation projects are being looked after by the central authority of 
the Republic. The Kurdish masses cannot be brought at par with 
other Iraqi citizens by regional or unit actions simply because the 
massive economic and technological transformations, based on 
the tenets of socialism, that are being brought about in the 
Republic, can only be realised by the central authority — both 
organisationally and juridically The regional authority will suffer 
from lack of jurisdiction despite all constitutional guarantees to 
initiate fundamental changes in, for example, land tenure system, 
property relations and other vital matters of common concern only 
because it cannot act on behalf of the whole people of the country 
in a situation where any such action, in order to be lawful and 
enforceable, must not be discriminatory. 


The Arab Baath Socialist Party (ABSP) and the Revolution 
proceeded to solve the question also from the theoretical 
understanding that the rights of nationalities wefe im essence 
democratic rights and the realisation of these rights contributed to 
the democratisation of the whole society. The revival of cultural 
heritage, the development of language and literature and the 
flourishing of latent characteristic talents of all cultural minorities 
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constituting Iraqi society — were sine qua non of an advanced 
lraq. 


Guided by these principles the Seventh Regional Congress 
of the ABSP,held towards the end of 1968 and beginning of 
the 1969, and the tenth national (Pan-Arab) Congress of the 
Party held in March (1-10), 1970, adopted guidelines for settling 
the Kurdish issue within the framework of self-rule, granting to the 
Kurdish masses legitimate democratic rights, and at the same 
time, strengthening the national integrity of the Republic and 
foiling imperialist-zionist-reactionary conspiracies to undermine 
the Revolution. The policy of the party on the issue was translated 
into reality in the Proclamation of March 11, 1970. 


On the basis of March 11 Proclamation prolonged 
negotiations took place between the Revolution and the 
leadership of the Kurdish movement. The dialogue consolidated 
the positive aspects of the Kurdish issue and a broad consensus 
was arrived at for establishing the mechanism of Kurdish self-rule. 
But, a section of the leadership of the Kurdish movement, with 
active instigation and connivance of the enemies of the 
Revolution, took up a negative stand and opposed any move for 
the realisation of self-rule. 


The Eighth Regional Congress of the ABSP, held in January 
(8-12), 1974, stated that despite certain shortcomings and 
isolationist and reactionary tendencies which were encouraged by 
imperialists, the Kurdish movement in Iraq was, “fundamentally 
and essentially” a patriotic movement. The demands of legitimate 
cultural rights of the Kurdish masses, to be exercised through the 
mechanism of self-rule within the Republic of Iraq, were based on 
concrete ideological foundation. It was a- consistent and basic 
policy of the ABSP to secure and safeguard these rights in a 
peaceful and democratic way through sincere and positive 
cooperation with the patriotic and progressive forces among the 
Kurdish masses and within the framework of the National Action 
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Charter of the Progressive and Patriotic National Front (PPNF). 


On the basis of the- above formulations of the ABSP, the 
Revolution Command Council (RCC), enacted the Law of Autono- 
my for the Kurdish majority area. Former President Anmed Hassan 
al-Bakr, while proclaiming the law on March 11, 1974, said that 
the Law of Autonomy had been made and promulgated “in 
compliance with the democratic principles of the July 17 
Revolution and in fulfillment of its pledge, in application of the 
March 11, 1970 Proclamation, in adherence to the National Action 
Charter, in consolidation of the common struggle and the common 
interests of all the sons of the people and in realisation of what the 
progressive, patriotic and pan-Arab forces demanded and 
struggled for’. 


The Law, inter alia, provides that: 


(a) The legislative functions of the Autonomous Area shall 
be vested in a Legislative Council; 


(b) The executive functions of the Area shall be vested ina 
Executive Council; 


(c) The judiciary shall be independent and it shall constitute 
an integral part of the legal system of the Republic. 


(d) The Area shall constitute an autonomous financial unit 
within the financial structure of the Republic. 


(e) The Area: shall have a special budget within the General 
Budget of the Republic. 


(f) The Kurdish Janguage shall be the medium of instruction 
in the Area’s educational institutions, while Arabic shall be taught 
as a compulsory subject at all stages of education. 

(g) The Kurdish language shall besides the Arabic, be the 
Official language of the area. 

(h) For the Arabs in the Area educational institutions, shall be 
established in which Arabic shall be the medium of instruction, 
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while the Kurdish language shall be a compulsory subject. 


It is worth emphasising that this is for the first time in the 
history of Iraq's Kurdish population that a Kurdish Autonomous 
Area has been established by law and the constitution of the 
republic has been amended to make the Law of Autonomy 
enforceable. The organs of administration in the area have been 
functioning smoothly since the collapse, in early 1975, of the 
insurgency ted by the late Mullah Mustafa Barazani and backed 
by the CIA (Barazani himself admitted this fact which came to light 
during US Senate Foreign Relations Committee investigations). 


Besides effecting cultural decentralisation, the Law of 
Autonomy has created conditions in which the Kurdish masses 
are now able to participate fully in the massive economic 
transformations that are taking place in the country. The 
unhindered mobility ef the Kurdish masses throughout Iraq makes 
it possible for them to share, along with their other compatriots in 
the Republic, in the post-Revolution prosperity of the whole 
society. They are also benefiting, more than ever before, from the 
scientific and technological advancement of the country. A cultural 
revolution of immense dimensions is unfolding in Iraq today 
through the expansion of educational facilities, scientific and 
technological development and_ socialist transformation of 
industry and agriculture. And the Kurdish masses, along with their 
Arab brothers and the rest of the populace, are-radically changing 
their own conditions, both materially and intellectually, along with 
the march of the Revolution. 


Traq’s Victory over Oil Cartels - 


In any newly emerging. nation the consolidation of political 
independence is dependent on the development of a national 
economy. And a sound base for national economy can be built 
only when national wealth is brought under national contro! and 
management. Political freedom in the ultimate analysis connotes 
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economic emancipation and so long as economic independence 
is not secure, political independence remains vulnerable to 
corrosion. 


The political leadership of the Revolution of July 17, 1968, 
was conscious of the consequences of continued operation of 
foreign monopoly capital in Iraq in the field of her most precious 
wealth — petroleum. So, for laying a solid foundation of national 
economy that will ensure the success of the revolution and for 
fulfilling the legitimate aspirations of the people, the leadership 
decided to nationalise the multinational lraq Petroleum Company 
(IPC) which used to exercise monopoly control over Iraqi 
petroleum. This was a bold decision of far-reaching significance. 
The implementation of this decision with utmost care and 
meticulous consideration speaks highly of the wisdom, maturity 
and competence of the leading party — the Arab Baath Socialist 
Party (ABSP). The ABSP emerged victorious in its grim battle 
against oil monopolies — a battle that was waged by the people 
fifty years ago. 


The history of the imperialist monopoly control over the Iraqi 
oil is the history of deception, exploitation and domination. In order 
to hide the ugly face of neo-colonial intentions, an innocent 
terminology — the ‘concession system” was used in place of 
“plunder” and “blackmail”. The significance of the nationalisation 
of oil by the leadership of the July 17 (1968) Revolution will. be 
better appreciated in the background of a picture of such plunder 
and blackmail. 


The Western penetration into the oil fields of Iraq, then under 
Ottoman domination, began with a German expert exploration 
team setting out to search for oil in 1871. The optimistic report of 
the team inspired the German Kaiser to confer with the Ottoman 
Sultan in 1888 and 1898 and German. rulér’s visits to Turkey 
resulted in an agreement in March, 1903 according to which the 
Anatole Railway Company.was awarded the construction of the 
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Berlin-Baghdad Railway line. Under the agreement, the German 
railway construction company was given the right to the 
exploitation of mineral resources including oil, within 20-kilometre 
wide area on both sides of the railway line. 


In July, 1904, the Ottoman Sultan, by decree, gave to the 
Anatole Railway Conipany the right of petroleum exploitation in 
Mosul and Baghdad willayets (governorate). Thus the potential 
wealth of Iraq was placed at the disposal of a foreign country by 
another foreign ruler with the people of Iraq having no say in the 
matter! 


Apart from Germany, Britain and Holland joined in the race 
for reaching the Iraqi lake of oil. The Shell-Royal Dutch Company 
and Anglo-Persian Company were in the forefront in this bid. The 
United States also became increasingly interested in the matter. A 
multinational enterprise, the Turkish Petroleum Company (TPC) 
was set up for the purpose with shares subscribed by the National 
Turkish Bank (a British establishment), a German Bank and the 
Anglo-Saxon Company, an associate of the Royal Dutch-Shell 
Company. The TPC was awarded by the Ottoman Sultan 
concessions for the oil “discovered or to be discovered in Mosul 
and Baghdad willayets” on June 28, 1914. However, when World 
War | was over, Britain took over the shares of the German Bank 
in the TPC and became its dominant partner. 


As aresult of such arrangements for the division of resources 
among foreign companies by the occupation regime widespread 
resentment was witnessed among the Iraqi people who were 
brought under the dual oppression of foreign capital and foreign 
rule. Towards the end of World War II conspiracies of more 
serious consequences were hatched. The Sykes-Picot 
Agreement of 1916, by which the Arab homeland was sought to 
be divided between the British and French colonial powers, also 
applied to the oil interest in the area. A clash of economic interest, 
besides political, ensued between the French and British 
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occupation authorities, particularly over Mosul oil. However, 
leaving Syria in the hands of the French, British forces 
completed their occupation of Iraq by November, 1917. Britain, 
however, conceded to France 20 per cent share in Mosul 
Petroleum retaining 70 per cent for itself and doling out a meagre 
10 per cent to the Iraq government under an agreement 
concluded between the British and French authorities on April 8, 
1919. The San-Remo Agreement.of April 26, 1920, rédistributed 
TPC stock to allocate 50 per cent to the Anglo-Persian Company, 
25 per cent to the Royal Dutch-Shell and 25 per cent to France. 
The agreement gave Britain 75 per cent control over the stock of 
the TPC by virtue of British share in both the Anglo-Persian and 
Royal Dutch-Shell Companies. The agreement also conceded the 
right of the Iraqi Government or its subjects to possess 20 per cent 
of the joint stock of any company to be set up for the exploitation 
of oil. 


At this stage the United States ferociously contested the 
arrangement between Britain and France over sharing Iraq's oil 
wealth with a view to cutting out a share for herself from the booty. 
The Standard Oil of New Jersey in fact succeeded in acquiring 
from Britain an oil exploration concession on November 22, 1921. 
But US pressure on Britain did not,abate; she questioned the very 
legality of TPC concession. On the other hand the Iraqi people 
mounted their struggle for overthrowing the imperialist powers. 
The Revolution of 1920 is an expression of this state of mind of 


the people. 
In the wake of popular uprising even the Council of Ministers 


of Iraq that used to derive its de facto authority from the British 
Colonial Office, declined to ratify the 1920 agreement which did 
not concede to Iraq her right to participate in the TPC’s capital. To 
counter this resistance the British authorities threatened to cede 
Mosul to Turkey with the blessings of the League of Nations. The 
blackmail tactics worked; the Iraqi Council of Ministers, ignoring 
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the dissent of two resigning Ministers and in the face of rising 
popular discontent, concluded an agreement on March 14, 1925, 
surrendering Iraq’s right to her own oil wealth. According to the 

agreed convention which was passed only by the Council of 
Minister and not by any other competent Iraqi authority, the TPC 
was granted, for 75 years, the “exclusive right to explore, 
prospect, drill for, extract and render suitable for trade petroleum, 
naphtha and natural gas and the right to carry away and sell the 
same and the derivatives thereof’ and the area defined for such 


operation was “all the territory of Iraq, except for Basrah willayet”. 


When petroleum was struck at Babagurgur on October 5, 
1927, a new agreement, based on a French map marking in red 
all Arab territories formerly under the Ottoman rule, was 
concluded. Under this so-called Red Line Agreement the Turkish 
Petroleum’ Company was renamed as the Iraq Petroleum 
Company (IPC) and the stock of TPC was.redistributed among the 
IPC shareholders concending substantial shares to the Near East 
Development Corporation, a consortium of American oil companies. 
The capital participation of various components of the IPC was as 
under: 


a. BP Exploration Ltd. 23.75% 
b. Shell (Royal Dutch) Co. Ltd. 23.75% 
c. Companie Francaise Petroles 23.75% 
d. Near East Development Corporation (Standard 


Oil Company of New Jersey ‘and Mobil Oil Corp). 23.75% 
e. Participations and Explorations Corporation 
(Gulbenkian) 5 p.c. 


The Red Line Agreement came into force from July 31, 1928, 
when the US opposition to the oil concession secured by the TPC 
ended following the inclusion of the American oil cartels into the 
new giant multinational cartel — the IPC. 


All these agreements were documents of sheer plunder. The 
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government of Iraq, which did not enjoy any right to capital 
participation in the company, used to receive from the IPC only 
four shillings gold per ton of oil. On the other hand the enormous 
profit that the company was making was exemplified by the fact 
that by virtue of his 5 per cent share in the IPC 
Gulbenkian of the Participations and Explorations Corporation 
became one of the richest persons in the world! The people of Iraq 
were allowed to suffer from stark poverty while the lraq Petroleum 
Company of the Western nations fattened its purse years after 
years. The situation was further aggravated by covert competition 
between Britain and US for political domination and economic 
exploitation. The imperialists were in search of their stooges in the 
interest of safeguarding their newly occupied black gold mines. 
And for the people of Iraq the struggle for regaining control over 
their own natural wealth became the central issue in their 
struggle for national independence. 


The Iraq Petroleum Company gained full domination over the 
oil resources of Iraq when the 1925 Agreement was modified by 
the one concluded on March 24, 1931, between Britain, acting on 
behalf of the IPC, and Nuri al-Saeed, the Iraqi Prime Minister who 
enjoyed the blessings of the British authorities. Under the new 
agreement the IPC’s concession area expanded from 192 squdre 
miles to the whole region covering Baghdad and Mosul willayets 
east of the Tigris, that is, 167 times the original area under the 
1925 agreement. 


The people of Iraq further intensified their struggle as Nuri al- 
Saeed imposed tax burdens on the already impoverished people. 
The Prime Minister's failure to secure better terms from the IPC 
and his oppressive measures compelled the people to resort to 
demonstrations and strikes for economic emancipation and 
political independence. When the Nuri regime ratified the 1931 
agreement, the workers and other sections of toiling masses 
observed a 14-day strike in Baghdad, Kufa, Najaf, Bakuba and 
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Kut. Popular opposition forced Nuri al-Saeed to resign on October 
19, 1931. To the misfortune of Iraqi people Nuri al-Saeed staged a 
come-back to the political field of Iraq, thanks to the efficient wire- 
pulling from behind the screen by the oil cartel magnets. 


The IPC took every step to exclude the possibility of 
competition in its oil business. But, the British Petroleum 
Exploitation Company, a joint Anglo-italian firm, secured a 
concession beyond the IPC area on the western Tigris as an 
associate of the Mosul Petroleum Company (MPC). Similarly, in 
October, 1939, an associate of the IPC, the Basrah Petroleum 
Company (BPC), acquired a concession for all the areas not 
covered by the IPC and MPC. Actually the Basrah Petroleum got 
concession in an area covering 93 thousand square miles for a 
period of 75 years. 


The Western oil cartels gained full control over the oil wealth 
of Iraq; but they did not consider it worthwhile to set up a single 
refinery in this country. The people of lraq, as if they were 
outsiders, remained completely in the dark about the functioning 
of these companies who presided over the economic and political 
destiny of the people of Iraq in particular and the whole Arab 
nation in general. 


The determination of the people of Iraq to gain control over 
their natural resouces and strike at the economic power base of 
the imperialists grew from strength to strength during the post- 
World War II period, when the national liberation forces all over 
the world were on the ascendancy. The creation of “Israel” in 
1948 with a view to policing the oil-rich areas of the Middle East 
completely unmasked the imperialists and their native agents. 
Early in the 1950s the people of Iraq forged a much stronger unity 
against the exploitation of oil cartels and political domination of the 
imperialists. As a result of the emergence of this national 
consciousness the Royal Court of Iraq was obliged to proclaim 
that “Iraq should not be converted into a military springboard 
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against any other country”. The people's long standing demand for 
the abrogation of the defence treaty entered into with Britain and 
the oil agreement of March 24, 1931, was gaining momentum. 
The struggle against oil monopolies and imperialist domination 
touched a new high. In the wake of the unfolding of new anti- 
imperialist struggles a group of Parliament members on March 25, 
1951, came out with a declaration that “notwithstanding the 
considerable injustice sustained by Iraq through the prejudicial oil 
concessions, the operating oil companies have stubbornly 
insisted on denying Iraq’s rights and persistently violated the 
concession provisions’. They, therefore, pleaded for the 
enactment of a law nationalising the oil companies operating in 
lraq. The struggle of all sections of people compelled the oil 
companies to adopt a conciliatory tactics; they agreed to fifty-fifty 
profit sharing formula. But the militant Iraqi political forces were 
not duped by this half-hearted solution of the oil issue. 


The 50-50 Agreement which was ratified on February 17, 
1952, besides being a negation of the aspirations of Iraqi people, 
was in effect a 65-35 agreement. Iraq economists proved that 
through the mechanism of mathematical procedures Iraq's share 
in profit could not rise above 35 per cent. Besides, the reckless 
company officials caused to suppress the workers under them 
if and when these workers, employed on the cheapest 
possible terms, put forward any grievance. The most oppressive 
measures were being adopted by the BPC on whose orders the 
blood of the striking workers was spilled on the streets. The ABSP 
called for a strike on December against such high-handedness of 
the BPC and “treacherous agent government adopting an attitude 
of black collusion in support of the imperialist company”. 


After the signing in 1955 of the Baghdad Pact which tied Iraq 
to the aggressive military alliance of the imperialist powers, the oil 
companies operating in lraq felt safe. But the Anglo-French-lsraeli 
aggression on Egypt in 1956 made the people of Iraq much more 
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indignant of the financial interest of the imperialists, had to bear 
the brunt of that indignation. 


On the other hand, the ruling classes of.the country, in 
collusion with their imperialist masters, left the non-oil sectors of 
economy hopelessly underdeveloped. As a result, imports of 
consumer goods and foodstuff increased. And these imports 
came mainly from the home countries of the oil companies. The 
people of Iraq were, therefore, subjected to double exploitation — 
their oil wealth went out of the country and the meagre income 
from oil revenue was eaten up by the imports. The whole people 
were united against such exploitations. 


In these circumstances and under such objective and 
subjective conditions the revolution of July 14, 1958, was 
accomplished. The Republican Government took up the issue of oil 
with the IPC in right earnest. And the people's resistance against 
the oil cartels mounted steadily under the new conditions. But, as 
the leaders of the July 14 Revolution were not thorough-going and 
Steeled revolutionaries, they flattered in their steps. They failed to 
arrest the deterioration of the economy, continued to indulge in 
extravagant spending and, therefore, failed to face up to the oil 
cartels with revolutionary stamina. In spite of these and other 
shortcomings the Government was able to enhance its bargaining 
capability because of a number of favourable factors. The Soviet 
Union and Vietnam established barter relations and an Italian 
firm, the ENI offered to train Iraqi personnel for industrial development. 
Panic set in among the oil cartel circles and in their headquarters. 


On April 10, 1961, the Government of lraq submitted a 
number of demands for redressing the injustice meted out to Iraq 
during the past decades. One such injustice was the unilateral 
reduction of oil prices by the companies. Earlier the Government 
of Iraq had convened a meeting of the oil exporting countries to 
discuss the issue of pricing of oil. The representatives of seven oil 
exporting countries met on September 14, 1960, to form the 


37 


Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC). 


The oil companies, though terrified at the emergence of the 
new political awareness among the Iraqi leadership and people 
and at the birth of OPEC did not budge. So, negotiations between 
the government and the companies broke down. The companies 
continued to reduce production and lower prices in order to bring 
the government to its knees. Compelled by circumstances the 
Government of Iraq enacted on December the Law No. 80 of 1961 
for regulating the activities of the IPC, MPC and BPC. The Law 
No. 80, for the first time in the history of Iraq, sought to bring the oil 
companies under the arms of an Iraqi law. The following year the Iraqi 
National Oil Company (INOC) was established. The Law No. 80 
defined the areas of operation of oil cartels, whereas the INOC 
statute granted the Iraqi company the exclusive right to 
exploitation of oil in other areas. 


However, the oil companies tried all their tricks to subvert the 
Law No. 80 as well as the INOC statute. They deliberately reduced 
production sharply at a time when, in other countries, oil output 
was going up considerably. 


The leadership of the July 14 (1958) Revolution failed to fulfil 
the aspirations of the people in spite of the fact that it had enacted 
the Law No. 80 and the INOC statute and pioneered the 
establishment of the OPEC. But the leadership that took over in 
lraq on November 18, 1963, frittered away the gains of the 1958 
Revolution in the people's battle for oil. The oil cartels succeeded 
in persuading the November Regime of 1963 to arrive at two draft 
agreements, one for amending the 1952 Fifty-fifty Agreement and 
the other to establish the Baghdad Oil Company (BOC). Under 
these two draft agreements the decision to set up'an independent 
national company as per the Law No. 80 was abandoned and the 
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potential oil-reserve areas totalling 1937 square kilometres 
including the North Rumeila Oil fields were restored to the 
companies. Besides, the BOC was to serve as a joint-venture 
between the INOC and the cartels on the basis that the INOC 
would get one-third while the companies would hold two-thirds 
share in capital. The two-thirds share of the Companies were to be 
distributed as under: 

a. 15 per cent each for French, Shell, British and Mobil Oil 

companies; 
b. 3 per cent for Gulbenkian. 


The Iraqi delegation who negotiated the draft agreements 
sought to justify its stand in the following terms: “It seems that the 
mere foundation of a.national company is not sufficient for the at- 
tainment of the objectives sought in the direct undertaking of oil 
operations. Therefore, the outstanding issues with the companies 
operating’ in :Iraq should be settled so that they could exploit the 
potentialities the rights of which had reverted to the government, 
directly or indirectly. The national company is not in a position to 
invest tens of millions of Iraqi dinars for the production of oil from 
those areas, nor is it in‘a position to explore international markets 
to sell the oil producsd, for, it can, in no way, resist the world 
monopolies which dominate such markets”. 

The proposed sell-out to the oil cartels of Iraqi interests could 
not be kept from the people who became increasingly vociferous 
against such agreements. The November Government, in the 
process, stood completely isolated from the people. Underground 
progressive and patriotic parties exposed the. secret collusion 
between the oil companies and the government through their 
clandestine propaganda literature. Under these conditions it was 
declared by the patriotic forces that “any accord with the oil 
companies is considered null and void; therefore, it will inevitably 
be rescinded as was done in Argentina a few years ago”. 
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In the face of insurmountable opposition from the people the 
Cabinet had to resign and the Law No. 97 of 1967 was 
promulgated reversing the oil policy of the November 
regime. The two draft agreements regarding the amendment of 
the 1952 agreement and the founding of the Baghdad Oil 
Company (BOC) could not be pushed through. Therefore, the Law 
No. 97 of 1967 represented the victory of the people. However, it 
fell far short of the objectives of the progresive forces and the 
people in general who stood for the total liberation of oil resources 
from the control of the Western monopolies. 


The setback in the war of June 5, 1967. against the zionist- 
imperialist enemies strengthened the determination of the people 
of Iraq for achieving total victory against the imperialist monopolist 
companies operating in their oil fields. No partial solution could 
satisfy them at the time. Thus, when the people were ready for 
decisive battle with the oil monopolies and their imperialist 
headquarters, the Arab Baath Socialist Party intensified its 
struggle for Unity, Freedom and Socialism against the domestic 
reaction and foreign neo-colonial forces. With the cooperation of 
the militant people and the patriotic armed forces the party 
succeeded in wresting power from the incompetent and 
reactionary regime on July 17, 1968, and consolidating the power 
of the revolutionary headquarters on July 30, 1968. Thus the first 
step towards realising the aspirations of the people with regard to 
bringing the oil wealth of Iraq under total national control was 
firmly taken. 


The leadership of the 1968 Revolution accomplished all the 
pre-requisites for winning the oil battle. In order to strengthen the 
economic base of the country the leadership paid due attention to 
the development of agriculture, industry, trade and commerce and 
reduced unproductive spendings drastically. On the political level 
it firmly laid the foundations of national unity and cohesion by 
promulgating the March 11 (1970) Manifesto for granting 
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autonomy to the Kurdish masses and adopted the National Action 
Charter for forging unity of all progressive and patriotic forces so 
as to blunt the weapon of the imperiajists to divide the ranks of the 
people. On the international field the leadership built up firm 
foundations of friendship with the Soviet Union by concluding with 
the latter a friendship treaty. The areas of cooperation with other 
socialist countries and the anti-imperialist developing nations of 
the Third World were expanded. Solidarity with national liberation 
movements of Asia, Africa and Latin America were firmly 
established. 


Standing on a solid ground the July 17 Revolutionary 
Government took the first practical step in its confrontation with 
the oil monopolies by enacting the Law No. 24 of 1970. The Law 
removed the restrictions placed on the INOC against its direct 
exploitation of oil resources. Simultaneously the leadership took 
adequate and prompt steps to foil the conspiracies of the oil 
monopolies aimed at subverting the regime and its oil policy. But 
faced with the adamant attitude of the monopolist companies who 
took recourse to drastically reducing production and thereby 
threatening the collapse of the economy, the revolutionary regime 
was left with no other alternative but to issue a two-week 
ultimatum to the oil companies. 


On May. 17, 1972, the. Revolution Command Council. 
addressed an ultimatum to the oil companies to: 


a. comply immediately with the Government's demand to raise 
rates of production to the maximum capacity of pipeline. 

b. undertake to reach agreement with the Ministry of Oil and 
Minerals with a view to drawing up a regular and long-term 
programme of production on scientific principles, and 

Cc. submit a possitive offer on the demands put forth by the govern- 
ment negotiating delegation. 
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These demands, inter alia, related to the following: 

Production programming. 

Investment policy of foreign oil companies. 

Participation in companies concessions. 

pricing southern oil, 

transfer of company-headquarters from London to Baghdad, 
and 

financial control over foreign oil companies. 


e290 
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But the response of the oil companies was negative. 
Former President Anmed Hassan al-Bakr in his historic address to 
the nation on this situation, said: 


“The monopolist companies have failed to comply with a 
new offer responding to our interests, thus revealing their 
disregard for the rights of the people and overlooking Iraq’s 
just demands as specified in the ultimatum. Accordingly, the 
Revolution Command Council has decreed, in the name of 
the people, to promulgate Law No. 69 for the nationalisation 
of operations of IPC. The Law is effective as from the date of 
its promulgation on June 1, 1972”. 


And the people’s long struggle for securing control of their 
national wealth was crowned with success. In this battle the 
decisive leadership was virtually.provided by the Arab Baath Socialist 
Party and the leadership of the July 17 (1968) Revolution. But the 
Party and revolution’s leadership, in a_ spirit of socialist 
humility, declined to give to themselves the credit they deserved 
for leading the people to victory. Former President Bakr in his 
abovementioned address unhesitatingly declared: 


“This historic battle does not belong to a specific 
political group; it rather belongs to all patriotic parties and 
forces in this homeland, all professional and popular 
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organisations, to all the people. It is not the battle of one 
specific class but of the whole people and Subject to nation- 
wide participation; it is the battle of the people and of the 
homeland; the battle of the glorious Arab nation for liberation 
from monopolies, imperialism and zionism”. 


The oil monopolies however tried their utmost to foil the 
momentous decision taken by the Iraqi leadership. They brought 
to bear upon Iraq all the pressure, that the imperialist world could 
exert. But the steadfast leadership of the July 17 Revolution, with 
the active support of the Soviet Union, and other socialist countries 
and anti-imperialist forces the world over, succeeded in weathering 
the storm. The oil companies, on March 1, 1973, accepted the 
nationalisation law as an accomplished fact and concluded an 
agreement with the Government of Iraq on the basis of the new 


law. 


Under the agreement all outstanding issues between the IPC 
and the Government of Iraq were finally settled in accordance with 
the Law No. 80 of 1961, Law No. 97 of 1967; Law No. 24 of 1970, 

Law No. 69 of 1972 and other relevant leaistations. 


The second major move in the battle of oil was made when 
the Arab “Israeli” war broke out on October 6, 1973. As a positive 
contribution to the war efforts of the Arabs, the Government of Iraq 
nationalized the American and Dutch shares in the BPC. 
Subsequently the shares of Gulbenkian were also nationalised. 
These steps were taken in view of the above-mentioned 
shareholder’s glaring alignment with the zionist aggressors Oil 
weapon was thus most effectively used for the cause of the Arab 
nation against the imperialist-zionist enemy. 


The foreign control over Iraq’s oil wealth finally ended when 
the July 17 Revolution nationalised the remaining foreign shares 
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of the BPC on December 8, 1975. By this action Iraq proved to the 
world that a developing country can win a decisive battle against 
the multinational corporations backed by the most aggressive 
imperialist powers. Proclaiming the nationalisation decree former 
President Ahmed Hassan al-Bakr said: 


“However, the Arab arena, despite the positive results of the 
war of October, 1973, now encounters circumstances of utmost 
gravity on the destiny of the nation and its unity and international 
position. Proceeding from our historic responsability in taking firm 
steps that can contribute to arresting the current state of backslide 
and the slogans and concepts of defeatism, and in conformity with 
Our national programme and in accordance with the resolutions of 
the 8th Regional Congress of the Arab Baath Socialist Party. we 
have resolved, in the name of the people, and in the name of the 
Arab nation, to nationalise the remaining foreign shares in th? 
Basrah Petroleum Company. By doing so, we have conclusively 
and decisively accomplished unstinted national sovereignty ove« 
oil resources and over all relevant production and marketing 
affairs”. 


The fifty years’ struggle against colonial domination and neo- 
colonial exploitation merged into one and the same stream and 
the resultant decisive struggle for national sovereignty finally 
triumphed. 

New Rising Tide of National Liberation Movements 

The events of the beginning of 1979 are witnessing a change 
for the better in various parts of the globe. The imperialist-zionist 
circles appear to have lost their grip on the course of events. In the 
face of the rising tide of progressive movements the world over, 
the imperialist-zionist offensive of 1977 and part of 1978 has 
sufferred a serious setback. 


For their part, the American policy-makers brought in a new 
leadership after their debacle in Vietnam and in the wake of post- 
Watergate crisis of confidence, as reflected in the disclosers.of the 
Congressional investigation into the illegal as well as extralegal 


activities of both the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). Which, for the first time in 
American history, laid bare the growing corrosion of individual 
liberty and infringement of the basic human rights of the American 
people. 

This all-pervading social decadence at home and increasing 
disillusionment abroad among its satellites about the effectiveness 
of the US protective shield, drove the financial-industrial-military 
oligarchy ruling in the U.S. off balance. In their desperate bid to 
salvage the situation, they found out an innocent-looking ‘front 
man’ to preside over their destiny, who, they hoped, would be able 
to mask their ugly machinations for regaining world hegemony 
with his lofty pronouncements of ‘American values’. ‘high morality’ 
and ‘human rights’ 


In their initial thrust this imperialist-zionist oligarchy 
succeeded in confusing some people for some time; they roped in 
a powerful quarter in the Middle-East who agreed to play their 
game for legitimising zionist usurpation and occupation of Arab 
lands, particularly Palestine, and destroying Arab revolution in 
general by propping up reactionary regimes and perpetuating the 
fragmentation of Arab homeland by whipping up regional 
chauvinism. Besides, in the name of ensuring freedom of ‘trade 
travel and tourism’, Arab economic power was sought to be 
weakened and cultural authenticity diluted. 

In the South and South-East Asian region, the coming into 
power of a number of regimes more favourably disposed to them 
gave the imperialists some moments of delight. 

In Europe the continuation and development of 
Kissingeresque style of interference in the internal affairs of some 
economically vulnerable states kept the progressive forces from 
entering the corridors of power. 

In Southern Africa, the Anglo-US proposals for deflatina the 
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momentum of black liberation movement bore some fruits. A 
number of nationalist leaders, long in the pay-roll of multinationals 
operating in Southern Africa, made themselves available to serve 
the interest of Westem finance capital operating through the 
mechanism of racialism. 


But, as the year 1978 was coming to a close, the table of 
above-mentioned events also started to tum. The highlights of this 
surging tide of aanti-imperialist, anti-zionist, progressive 
movements may be summed up as under: 


a) In the Middle-East most Arab countries, both at popular 
and government levels, sank their differences and stood as one 
man to defeat the most heinous of imperialist-zionist conspiracies 
— the conspiracy hatched at Camp David against the Arabs. The 
Ninth Arab Summit Conference, attended by 21 out of 22 Arab 
countries, drew up adequate programme of action to defeat the 
Camp. David schemings. The unity of purpose that was reflected in 
the Summit held in Baghdad on November -2-5, 1978, 
underscored the vehemence with which the Camp David accords 
were rejected. This rejection assumed added significance in view 
of the fact that the entire weight of Carter Administration as well as 
those of western European governments were thrown behind 
these accords. 


The Summit established once again that the Arabs could no 
longer be presented with fait accompli with impunity. 


As for the Palestinian resistance movement, it did overcome 
its moments of anguish, resulting from misunderstanding, and 
was able to forge an all-embracing unity for recovering the 
usurped Arab Palestine and compel the zionist aggressors to 
vacate occupied Arab territories by means of militant action, and 
not by appeasement and capitulation. 


The Arabs in the occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip, in 
defiance of the zionist terror of every description, are escalating 
their resistance to a new height. They rejected disdainfully the 
so-called ‘limited self-rule’ formula of Menachem Begin, in spite of 
the fact that this vicious formula enjoyed the blessings of Carter 
Administration And Anwar Sadat. Also inside the zionist entity 
itself the Palestinian guerrila fighters are daily engaging the 
regular zionist troops, who, failing to pin down the Arab guerrilas, 
are mounting full-scale invasion on South Lebanon. The 
Palestinian refugee camps in Lebanon are being pounded almost 
every day by the zionist land, air and naval forces. 


But this war of annihilation, resorted to by the zionists, only 
points to the urgency of intensifying armed struggle based on 
popular support of the Arab masses and world progressive forces. 
The futility of any other road to liberation has been proved 
convincingly. As a matter of fact, for the Palestinian movement the 
situation had never been better than at present, both with regard 
to the chain of command, and the combat efficiency of its 
militants. 


Elsewhere in the Middle-East the forebodings are certainly 
not as favourable to the imperialists and zionists as they had been 
before. The progressive forces are now moving the immovable 
mountains and bombarding the impregnable citadel of the 
erstwhile indestructible prop of the imperialists, zionists and 
racjalists in the region. 

In the South and South-east Asian region also, the wind of 
change against the imperialist calculations is gaining momentum. 
The entire region is going through new experiences, much to the 
discomfort of the imperialists. 


The unsung burial of CENTO also augurs well for the region. 


Western European states also are giving the US oligarchy 
some grave causes for concern. In the economic field they 


47 


severely reprimanded the Carter Administration for what they 
thought to be its failure to arrest the decline of the dollar at least to 
a reasonable limit. In military matter, the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organisation (NATO) has come under tremendous drains on the 
question of neutron bomb umbrella for European allies and other 
issues. The crack in NATO has been so conspicuous that even 
General Haig, its Supreme Commander, has thought it convenient 
to relinquish post and try his luck in US politics instead. In the 
political field, the European middle-class, who had earlier hailed 
Carter's crusade for human rights, are now thoroughly 
disillusioned; to their utter dismay they find the same crusader 
brazenly compromise his stand when it comes to Nicaragua 
(instead of Soviet Union) where an arch dictator, Samoza, who 
trampled under foot all forms of human rights, was being given 
full backing by his administration. 


Similarly, the violation of Cuban airspace by US war planes 
(reconnaissance planes, as they call them)on the orders of the 
President himself, also invoked sharp and adverse reaction the 
world over. The European working class and _intellectualls, 
particularly, reacted very angrily in view of their bitter experience 
of World War II. They cannot care less, in the circumstances, 
because, nuclear brinkmanship by those who are yet to find at 
home a sure ground for themselves to stand on, is a catastrophe 
in itself. 


in southern Africa even the incorrigible pessimist was 
overtaken by the dramatic course of events. The former British Foreign 
Secretary Dr. David Owen and the US Ambassador at the United 
Nations Andrew Young had almost brought it about. They 
succeeded in winning over a section of Africans at the top echelon 
to their proposal for a “transition to majority rule through peaceful 
means’. But, the Owen-Young miracle did not work as the African 
fighters in the Jungles of Zimbabwe and Namibia and in the 
streets of South Africa did not fail to go deeper than what 
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appeared on the surface of the Anglo-US proposals. They held 
that it was no longer a question of ‘transition’ but of ‘liberation’. 
The Anglo-US proposal sought to keep intact the economic 
interests of the multinationals behind the facade of black majority 
rule. Which in itself would be an absurdity, in that, the economic 
power of the whites will never allow the primacy of black political 
power. 


In this complex situation fan Smith tried to re-enact 
his Unilateral Declaration of Independence ( UDI ). 


Trouping in a number of old nationalist leaders he unilaterally 
declared his brand of scheme for black majority rule. But time is 
against him unlike in 1965. The world around him has changed so 
much since then that he could not muster support even in the 
United States, in favour of his new UD!. The Zimbabwe resistance 
movement, as represented by the Patriotic Front, could not be 
hoodwinked either by Anglo-US proposals, or by lan Smith's 
changing tactics. The Front has clearly drawn the line between 
liberation and subjugation, and rejected any half-way-house. 


In South Africa the Pretoria regime found itself in total 
confusion in the face of mounting black agitation of 
unprecedented magnitude. The multinationals, in their desperate 
bid to save the situation, replaced Vorster, reshuffled the ruling 
junta and intensified counter-revolutionary offensives both inside 
South Africa and in Namibia. But they miserably failed to contain 
the march of liberation movements which are gaining ground both 
at home and abroad. 


The forces of national liberation everywhere are on the 
ascendancy with the advent of the New Year. 


Positive Developments 


It gladdens the hearts of genuine revoiutionaries to see 
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others make a successful revolution. Revolutionary camaraderie, 
therefore, transcends national frontiers and builds up the strong 
edifice of internationalism. 


The July 17 Revolution (1968) in Iraq, likewise, earned for 
itself deep respect from revolutionaries everywhere. And for its 
part, the successful Iraqi Revolution lent a helping hand to all 
other revolutionary national liberation movements the world over. 


The Iraqi Revolution, carried out by the Arab Baath Socialist 
Party (ABSP), blazed the trail of radical change in the whole 
region. Over the years it brought about complete transformation in 
the subjective and objective conditions of Iraqi society and the 
impact of this transformation was felt by countries all around. As 
the “Introduction” of the Political Report of the Eighth Regional 
Congress of the ABSP (held in Baghdad, January 8-12, 1974) 
pointed out: 


“Indeed the Revolution in lraq has been able to chart a new 
course for the revolutionary movement in our country and in the 
Arab revolutionary movement in general. It has been able to lay 
the basic foundations for a revolutionary experience which is 
popular, democratic, patriotic and socialist in content and ideally 
suited for the Arab homeland in particular, and the Third World in 
general. It can play, both presently and in future, an ever 
increasingly bright and prominent role in the Arab and 
international revolutionary movement. This is a part of what the 
Arab Baath Socialist Party has stood and struggled for durina the 
last thirty years”. 

Five years have elapsed since the above formulation was 
arrived at. During these five years, despite temporary set-backs, 
Arab revolutionary movement gained in strength, enriched itself 
both in theory and practice, and earned worldwide respect and 
admiration. 


The setback were represented by Anwar Sadat’s 
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treacherous journey to occupied Jerusalem (on November 19, 
1977), and the follow-up steps taken at Camp David in 
September, 1978 which culminated in the signing of a number of 
accords by Sadat, Begin and Carter. The Lebanese conflict, 
engineered by the isolationist Rightist forces and encouraged and 
sustained by the zionist war machine, represented another aspect 
of the general setback in the situation in the Arab arena. 


But, the brighter aspect of the revolutionary situation, as 
visualised by the ABSP five years ago, also started unfolding 
itself, completely overshadowing the negative trends and 
offsetting the subjective repercussions of temporary setbacks. 


All these welcome developments culminated in 
the Ninth Arab Summit Conference which altered the situation in the 
region radically and decisively. The Arab ranks were consolidated 
beyond all calculations of the enemy, and the solid Arab front that 
emerged as a result, could be brought about and maintained by 
the July 17 Revolution, because, being a genuine Revolution 
itself, it could only radiate revolution and serve as a centre of 
gravity for revolutionary polarisation. 


Again, true to the- expectations of the ABSP, the July 17 
Revolution, by its above-mentioned positive contribution to shaping 
the course of events in the region, also influenced people all 
around to persevere in their struggle for economic, political and 
cultural emancipation. They were provided with glaring examples 
that political systems, anachronistic to the reality of the ages can 
be successfully dispensed with — if only organised people are 
ready to take the initiative and make sacrifices. Victory belongs to 
the people, however mighty the usurpers of power are, this 
message of July 17 Revolution proved its authenticity once again. 
So, it is only natural that Iraqi Revolution will rejoice to find its 
message redeem other peoples as well. 


On the economic field, the July 17 Revolution set the pattern 
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of the development of national economy when it nationalised the 
operations of foreign mutti-national oil companies: Utilising 
nation’s resources for the cause of the people and exercising 
sovereignty on national wealth are some of the basic 
responsibilities the independent developing states can hardly 
afford to shirk. This golden path has once again been charted by a 
newly emancipated people to the immense delight of the people 
and Revolution of Iraq. 


This unity of thought and action will certainly cement the 
bonds of camaraderie of the revolutionary people everywhere. 
lraq, for one, will cherish such camaraderie, because, the new 
positive trends that are sparking revolutionary changes, have 
always been espoused by the July 17 Revolution. 
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Strong But not Arrogant, 
Modest But not Weak 


A Review of Iraq’s Foreign Relations 


lraq is one of the very few countries in the Third World that have 
successfully preserved the progressive character of their 
revolutions and at the same time maintained their stability. During 
the last ten years campaigns of disinformation, destabilisation and 
subversion, mounted by enemies — both internal and external — 
have failed to make any dent in the body politic of Iraq. Two 
factors have contributed to the success of the 1968 Revolution 
(July +7-30) in this score: (a) It did not indulge in foreign policy 
adventurism with a view to distracting attention from domestic 
failings. (b) On the contrary, it did conduct the foreign affairs of the 
country standing on the sure ground of tangible achievements in 
the economic, social and political life of the people. A proud and 
contended people faced up to and deafeated all machinations of 
imperialists, zionists and: reactionaries. The internal loopholes 
through which external enemies usually penetrate, have been 
sealed off by the ever vigilant people who have found a stake in 
the success of the Revolution. 


The foreign policy of Iraq has been formulated in pursuance 
of the objectives of the Arab Baath Socialist Party (ABSP). Since 
assuming power in Iraq in 1968, the ABSP has been striving for 
achieving unity of the fragmented Arab homeland, liberating 
Palestine and other territories and countries that have still 
remained under foréign domination and occupation, and replacing 
the hitherto existing relations of production by socialist relations. 
‘Besides the Party and Revolution have been earnestly and 
sincerely working for: 


(a) Strengthening solidarity with developing countries in their 


common struggle against neo-colonialism and imperialist 
economic and political hegemony. 


(b) fighting racism and racial discrimination and all their 
manifestations, 


(c) supporting national liberation movements of all the 
oppressed and subjugated peoples of the world, and 


(d) cooperating with industrially advanced socialist and non- 
socialist nations on the basis of enlightened national interest vis- 
a-vis global obligation in the comity of nations. 


According to the ABSP formulations, the liberation. of 
Palestine is the central task of Arab revolution at the present 
historical phase. Iraq, therefore, renders all support and backing 
to the Palestine resistance movement and places all its moral and 
material resources at the disposal of the movement. Relentless 
efforts are being made to achieve a unified Arab position against 
the zionist enemy, strengthen the battle front, consolidate defence 
in Arab depth and build up a reservoir of support among the 
progressive nations and liberation movements the world over. 


lraq has backed up its position not only by words but also by 
deeds. It has proposed, in no uncertain terms, to activate the 
northern and eastern fronts against the zionist occupation forces 
and offered to commit its armed forces and the entire military 
machine to the battleground. For fighting the enemy number one 
singlemindedly, Iraq opposes engaging the Arab defence 
capabilities in distracting side battles among themselves. 


In the economic field, Iraq has been striving for realising Arab 
integration, and with that end in view, has been contributing, as an 
active member of the Arab Economic Coordination Council and 
other pan-Arab organisations, to the development of adequate 
infrastructure for building a strong Arab national economy. 
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lraq is also giving aid to the needy Arab countries on liberal terms, 
participating in joint ventures and entering into bilateral and 
multilateral agreements in fulfilment of its all-Arab responsibilities. 
lraq is also working for preserving the Arab character of the 
Arabian Gulf, ensuring free navigation in the gulf waters and 
maintaining the security of littoral oil-rich countries by themselves, 
free from imperialist interference. 


The July 17 Revolution has been strengthening brotherly and 
friendly relations with all developing countries including those in 
the Islamic Conference and Non-aligned Movement. Its policy of 
fighting neo-colonialism, imperialism and exploitation and 
domination of multinational corporations has earned for it deep 
respect in tne Third World as a whole. By nationalising the 
Western multinational Iraq Petroleum Company (IPC), which used 
to exercise monopoly control over Iraq’s oil wealth, the July 17 
Revolution strengthened the hands of other raw material 
producing countries in their struggle against intemational finance 
capital for ending the exploitation of their primary commodities 
and other basic resources. The developing countries, for their 
part, found in Iraq a trusted friend and a consistent upholder of 
their cause. The nomination of Iraq by them to the International 
Economic Cooperation Conference, popularly known as North— 
South Dialogue, for working out a new equitable international 
economic order, is an eloquent testimony to the pride of place Iraq 
occupies among these emerging nations. 


As an active member of Non-aligned Movement Iraq is 
pursuing a policy of positive neutralism, opposing aggressive war 
pacts defending equality of nations and strictly adhering to the prin- 
ciple of non-interference in other's internal affairs. Through this mov- 
ement Iraq has been able to substantially contribute to easing intern- 
ational tension, strengthening detente and the cause of world peace 
and blunting the weapons of aggressive military blocs and alliances. 
On the other hand, it has successfully created conditions in which 


55 


unequal partners in these blocs and alliances now feel 
encouraged to assert more incependence of action — so much so 
that some of them are seeking ‘observer’ status in the Non- 
aligned family. Iraq is willing to shoulder more responsibility in the 
movement and that is why it has offered to host the Seventh 
Summit Conference of Non-aligned Nations, to be held in 1982. 


lraq has also expanded the field of its cooperation with 
socialist countries, not as a matter of expediency, but onthe basis 
of its commitment to the cause of world peace and human 
progress. Proceeding from this commitment lraq has concluded 
the Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation with the Soviet Union. 
At the same time, as a sub-littoral country of the Indian Ocean, it 
has been opposing big-power military presence in the Indian 
Ocean, calling for declaring it a zone of peace and urging the 
dismantling of Anglo-US military bases in the area including the 
one at Diego Garcia. It has also been supporting disarmament 
including nuclear non-proliferation and limitation of strategic‘arms. 


Against Apartheid 


lraq’s denunciation of zionism stems not only from its 
opposition to zionist aggressiveness, but also from its oppos‘tion 
to racism and racial discrimination. lraq’s stand against racisin 
has earned for her world-wide acclaim. The United Nations 
General Assembly vindicated this stand when it determined 
zionism as a form of racism and racial discrimination. Racism, 
which is a grave issue of common concern, runs counter to 
ABSP’s principle of humanism, and guided by this principle, Iraq 
opposes racism of zionist and apartheid brands alike and 
determines both of them-as manifestation of settler-colonialism 
and an instrument of oppression and exploitation of man by man 
under the garb of an assumed racial superiority. lraq’s strong and 
consistent support and backing to the African majority in Southern 
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Africa reflects this policy formulation. 


The Party and Revolution extend wholehearted support to 
national liberation movements everywhere. It has established 
organic links between the Arab revolution and the national 
liberation movements elsewhere, and through this link it has 
joined in the mainstream of world revolution against colonialism, 
neo-colonialism, imperialism and reaction. By doing so, the Iraqi 
leadership has, in effect, strengthened the base of Arab revolution 
itself and contributed to weakening the camp of world imperialism. 


However,being a developing country Iraq requires access to 
modern science and technology to catch up with time in the field of 
economic and social advancement. That is why it does not feel 
shy of expanding the areas of cooperation with the industrially and 
technologically advanced capitalist countries. By doing so Iraq 
seeks to bridge the intellectual and material gap among various 
nations without compromising, however, its strategic objectives. 
Such cooperation is extended both on bilateral basis and through 
the various agencies of UN. But, the nature and extent of such 
cooperation is determined in the light of the imperatives of Arab 
national interest and the dictates of global interdependence of 
nations. In this case neither dogmatism clouds Iraqi leadership’s 
vision, nor does opportunism overshadow its sense of judgment. 


lraq’s victories in foreign relation, therefore, can be as under: 


(1) The Arab defeatist trend has suffered a moral setback 
and the forces of resistance are on the ascendancy. 


(2) The policy of popular front and armed struggle, as 
enunciated by the ABSP’s Ninth Nationa! Congress, has, over the 
years, become the main current of Arab and world revolutions. 


(3) The neighbours of Iraq are not at all suspicious of its 
intentions; on the contrary, they feet assured of continued good 
neighbourly relations from their Baathist brothers. 
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(4) The littoral countries of the Arabian Gulf have forged 
greater understanding amongst themselves in spite of their 
varying size, attitude to life and political systems. 


(5) Defeating the machinations of multinational oil 
monopolies to isolate it in the oil market, Iraq today enjoys more 
respect than ever before both in the producer and consumer 
markets of oil. 


(6) lraq has emerged as the tested friend of Third World and 
a bulwark against neo-colonialism, imperialism, zionism and 
racism on tri-continental level. 

But, as President Saddam Hussein, Chairman of the 


Revolution Command Council (RCC) put it, Iraq's militancy should 
not be taken as an instance of arrogance, nor should its modesty 
be construed as weakness. This statement sums up Iraq’s foreign 
policy pursued by the Revolution during the last ten years. 


Oil and Sovereign Equality of Nations 


President Jimmy Carter called upon (on April 18, 1977) the 
American people to conserve energy, stop wastage and make 
sacrifices in order to avoid what he termed as a national 
catastrophe . He sounded.as if he were in the grip of hydrophobia 
(Or petrophobia as one may conveniently term it). Apparentlv he 
was influenced by a CIA report which predicted that the world 
would run out of the cheapest source of energy — petroleum — by 
the end of the century, and before that doomsday came, the US 
would face serious energy crisis by 1985. The situation was worse 
confounded by another prophet of doom. Mr. James Schlesinger for- 
mer, chief energy adviser to the President. It may be recalled that it 
was James Schlesinger who in 1973, as US Defence Secretary, 
advocated the forcible occupation of Arabian oil fields to avenge 
Arab oil embargo. 
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However, Carter is not the first US President to wam the 
Americans against what they termed as “impending fuel crisis” 
Back in 1939 President Franklin D.Roosevelt sent an energy 
message to the Congress. In his message Roosevelt warned the 
nation that “our energy resources are not inexhausible”. 


In recent years both Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford asked 
the American people to make sacrifices to meet the “energy 
crisis”. Both of them, however, held out assurances that their 
“sacrifice” would be short-lived, because, alternate sources, af 
energy would be tapped and “energy independence” or self- 
sufficiency would be achieved. With much ado, energy agencies 
were set up in US and some other developed petroleum importing 
countries. Mr. Carter joined in the chorus and raised his voice to 
the highest pitch to proclaim a fuel war. 


In his address to the nation President Carter traced the 
changes in energy use in the past centuries. He said that the first 
change was the shift from wood to coal about 200 years ago. The 
second, in this century, was the shift from coal to oil and natural 
gas which were now running out, he warned. And hence his 
doomsday warning. 


That petroleum and natural gas are exhaustible commodities 
is not a subject of dispute. But how soon will these two cheapest 
of fuels run out is a debatable question. Even experts differ on 
their assessments. As for example, in 1951 during the oil 
nationalisation crisis of lran, most experts thought that Iranian 
fields would dry up in 25 years’ time. Since then exactly 27 years 
have elapsed and thank goodness, those experts have proved to 
be false prophets. Besides, potential reserves of oil deposits are 
yet to be fully assessed on world-wide scale. 


However, it goes without saying that every nation has a right 
to plan its own future on the basis of existing realities, and, 
therefore, Mr. Carter’s energy goals for 1985 are his and his 
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countrymen’s domestic affair to the extent these do not encroach 
upon the internal affairs of other countries. But the US President 
has prefaced his energy programme with statements that 
transcend the limits of domestic boundaries in their purpose and 
consequence. He said that “our nation’s independence of 
economic and political action is becoming increasingly 
constrained”, because, “domestic production has been dropping 
steadily at about six per cent a year and imports have doubled in 
the past five years”. He warned the Americans: “One choice is to 
continue as we have been doing before. We can drift along for a 
few years... But if we wait, we will live in fear of embargoes. We 
could endanger our freedom as a sovereign nation to act in 
foreign affairs; within 10 years we would not be able to import 
enough oil from any country at any acceptable price”. 


In fine, Mr. Carter by his energy plan intends to exercise: 
(a) freedom of action in foreign affairs, 

(b) freedom to bust furture oil embargo, and 

(c) freedom to dictate price acceptable to US. 


Evidently, all these three freedoms interfere with the freedom 
of oil exporting countries who want to exercise their inalienable 
sovereign right to: 

(a) establish their own ownership, control and management 
of their oil wealth so that every drop of it may serve the cause of 
their people’s welfare. 

(b) Programming production and pricing in the interest of 
their nation, without let or hindrance by outside powers including 
multi-national corporations, and 


(c) draw up marketing plans in accordance with the dictates 
of their own national compulsions, both internal and external, and 
in keeping with the aspirations of their people. 


The principles of sovereign equality of nations, as enshrined 
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in the United Nations Charter, dictate that the oil exporting nations 
exercise the same freedom of action as Mr. Carter wants for his 
own country. As a matter of fact, ‘‘the independence of economic 
and political action” of the raw material exporting: countries was 
severely ‘“‘constrained”’ by the manipulations of multinational 
companies and the foreign policy considerations of imperialist 
powers. The world is witnessing an upsurge today among the raw 
material producing nations to rid their countries of this constraint 
and ensure their “independence of economic and political action” 
and zealously guard their “freedom of action in foreign affairs”. 


lraq’s June 1, 1972, decision to nationalise the operations of 
IPC, to a great extent, stemmed from similar considerations. 
When OPEC decided to adjust the price of oil with the rising price 
of importable manufactured goods, it only exercised its member- 
nations’ independence of economic action necessitated by 
conditions created by industrialised countries. But the US reaction 
to such actions of the oil exporting countries was so hostile that its 
policy pianners threatened to physically occupy the oil fields of 
OPEC countries. 


Time has come when US better learn to live with other 
countries on the basis of sovereign equality. The oil exporting 
countries also can hardly afford to “endanger” their freedom as 
sovereign nations to act, not only in foreign affairs, but also in the 
interest of developing their countries economically, raising the 
standard of living of their teeming millions and ensuring 
themselves a dignified life. As their oil is “exhaustible’, they can 
neither “wait” for a day, nor waste a single drop of their precious 
commodity. 
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Multinationals and Counter-Revolution: 


International counter-revolutionary forces, led by the US 
imperialists, are intensifying their activities in many parts of the 
world. In some places, as in Lebanon, these forces are mounting 
large-scale offensive. In other places, such as Italy, Portugal, 
Korea and Thailand, they are taking recourse to intimidation, 
coercion and subversion. And in areas like Southern Africa they 
are following a policy of carrot and stick — unleashing counter- 
revolutionary violence against the freedom-loving people on the 
one hand, and on the other, sending out cunning peace missions 
with a view to confusing and detracting the liberation figthers and 
their supporters. 


The imperialist counter-revolutionary forces have been 
regrouping themselves for reversing the progressive current of 
history since their defeat in 1975 in Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos and 
some other areas in South-East Asia and in the former 
Portuguese colonies of Africa. The consolidation of the 
progressive forces in the Arab homeland and the universal 
recognition of the Palestinian resistance as a national liberation 
movement disturb the old calculations of the imperialists. And the 
unprecedented solidarity of the Third World countries, led by the 
Non-aligned Movement, for achieving economic justice and 
exercising political independence of action drove these forces 
mad for revenge. Hence this new escalation of international 
counter-revolutionary activities. 

The imperialists are resorting to different tactics for different 
areas, their strategy remain unchanged. 


In Southern Africa, where new imperialist conspiracies are 
being hatched, the following steps are being taken by the 
conspirators: 
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pe) 


Augmenting the military capabilities of the minority white regime 

of South Africa and forge stronger bonds of military 
collaboration including nuclear collaboration between the 
racist regimes of Pretoria and Tel-Aviv. 


Expand, streamline or establish military bases or naval 
facilities along the African coast with a view to controlling the 
Cape route to the Indian Ocean and throwing naval blockade 
around the independent African states as and when the 
situation will so demand in the face of further intensification of 
the African revolutionary struggle. 


Subvert the stability of the newly independent states by 
hiring agents intemally or from European mercenary markets. 


Mount military adventures or resort to large-scale massacres of 
local people with the aim of breaking their morale through the 
racist minority white regime of South Africa and the illegal 
white ruling clique of Rhodesia (Zimbabwe). 

The people of Southern Africa are well aware of the intentions 


of the counter-revolutionary forces and their imperialist backers. 
The massive revolutionary upsurge that has been rocking the 
Southern African areas since the fall of Portuguese colonial rule in 


the continent, have unnerved the policy-makers at Washington 


and Pretoria. They are, therefore, trying a new tactics which may 
be summed up as Under: 


a. 


b. 


Win over the newly emerging bourgeoisie of the independent 
African states. 

Divide the ranks of the leadership of the liberation movements 
by creating a landed aristocracy of black Africans and 
dangling the assurance of satisfying the bourgeois aspirations 
of the middle class leadership. 


Strike a deal between the existing and potential power elite of 
the black Africans and the Wéstern multi-national companies 
for preserving what the imperialist conspirators are hawking 
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as ‘“‘common interests”’ 


The monopoly multi-national companies operating in Africa 
are the main guarantors of the success of these conspiracies. 
They finance the recruitment and operation of merce- 
naries, pay off the locally hired agents, foot the bills of arms 
section of the local feudal elements and bourgeoisie and help out 
the internationally ostracised white ruling clique. 


Dr. Henry Kissinger and other talented but sold out brains are 
figuring out how to implement the strategic objectives of the 
imperialists and their multi-national companies through either of 
the two or both tactical steps. The white regimes and the western 
monopoly capital have a common stake in Southern Africa and 
the US imperialists are providing them with the required political 
wisdom, military cover and scope for deception through dialogue. 


In Southern Africa the multi-national companies are 
subverting the efforts of world public opinion to bring about a 
favourable change in the situation there. As for example in spite of 
economic sanctions imposed by the UN and most governments 
years ago against the illegal regime of lan Smith in Zimbabwe, five 
major oil companies have been secretly supplying that regime 
with oil for its economic and military survival. A sensational report 
on the subject was printed in the September (1976) issue of the 
London-based monthly magazine, ‘‘Africa’’. Under the headline 
“Rhodesia: The Oil Conspiracy’, the magazine exposes the 
collusion among the multi-national oil companies and the minority 
white regimes of Southern Africa who aim at perpetuating their 
exploitation of African resources and maintaining their domination 
over the African people. 

Ever since the Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI) 
in 1965, it has been known that the Smith regime of Southern 
Rhodesia has been obtaining supplies from the racist regime of 
South Africa. But now, for the first time, full documentary proof has 
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revealed exactly how a number of Western oil companies have 
enabled the Smith regime to survive. 

The main evidence consists of a series of highly secretolicy 
documents which appear to show how Mobil has 
been selling petroleum to a Rhodesian government agency. 
After UDI Mobil set up what it described as a ‘“‘paper-chase”’ in 
order to hide the fact that MOSA (Mobil South Africa) is in fact 
supplying MOSR (Mobil Rhodesia) with product in contravention 
of US sanctions regulations. Mobil in fact set up a highly 
sophisticated scheme whereby oil products were sold to Rhodesia 
through a complex chain of intermediaries. The purpose was to 
avoid investigation into sanctions-busting. 


The ‘‘paper-chase” began when Mobil’s South African 
subsidiary sold petrol to Sasol, the government’s oil corporation, 
and was then split into three for accounting purposes. One 
consignment was sold to Minerals Exploration Ltd., a company set 
up by Freight Services Ltd., for the purpose. Another consignment 
was sent through two other ‘companies’ — first Rand Oils and 
then W.T. Development — before finally going to Minerals 
Exploration. The third shipment followed a different path; first to 
W.T. Development, and then to Rand Oils? and Minerals 
Exploration. After this complicated procedure, Minerals 
Exploration sold the petrol to a Rhodesian government agency, 
known as GENTA, which imports all the petroleum requirements 
of the illegal regime at Salisbury. Finally GENTA tranferred the oil 
to the five major companies — including Mobil — which distribute 
petrol inside Rhodesia. 


The method of payment was just as complex, with GENTA 
opening an account at a South African bank, and payments 
working back along the pipeline. Arrangements for setting up fake 
companies for passing invoices were also made for the purpose. 


Freight Service Ltd., usually hiding behind the name of its 
subsidiary, Minerals Exploration, is the only intermediary to 
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appear in practically all of Mobil’s “‘paper-chases’’. It seems to act 
as a co-ordinator for the other companies and helps them with 
practical details like the printing of invoice forms. And finally, it is 
one of the few intermediaries which is entrusted with handling of 
money, not just passing invoices only. 

Thus, sanctions-busting has been going on since 1966. 
Mobil’s New York Office denied the above allegations. But such 
denials will not hide the operations that have been going on for 
over a decade. The US Administration and the UN are reported to 
be investigating the evidence. They seem to be sitting idle all 
these years despite the fact that under their very nose Rhodesia’s 
consumption of oil increased by 38 per cent and the Smith regime 
is now receiving supply of 15,000 barrels of crude oil every day. 
But will the multi-national companies allow a_ thorough 
investigation into the matter? 


Mobil is not the only company involved in sanctions-busting.. 
Shell, BP, Caltex 2nd Total are also involved in this profitable 
trade. Evidence have come to light that Shell and BP are the worst 
offenders after Mobil. 


Independent sources within South Africa have confirmed 
Shell’s involvement in the trade. When Shell’s South African 
subsidiary plans their future sales, they apparently include a 
special category entitled ‘FS’. This stands for Freight Services, 
and it covers purchases made by the company for subsequent 
resale to Rhodesia. 

Strong evidence suggests that Shell has also become 
Rhodesia’s sole supplier ‘of Avgas 100/130, a vital aviation fuel, 
and lubricants. Shell is by far the most important oil distributer 
inside Rhodesia; accounting for 36 per cent. 

These giant multi-national companies have been violating 
sanctions imposed by their own governments as well as United 
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Nations since 1966. Smith derives his audacity to hang on to power 
in the face of world-wide disapproval only because these financial 
powers are behind him and they are keeping his economy and 
armed forces afloat. And behind these companies stand the entire 
imperialist world. 


The Smith regime would not have survived even for one year with- 
out the active support of the economic, political and military power of 
the imperialists and neo-colonialists. The oil conspiracy is a part 
of the grand counter-revolutionary offensive of the imperialists. In 
order to save the interests of these conspirators, Anglo-US 
master brains are being put together. But will these master 
conspirators succeed in taming the African lion through deception, 
bribery and blackmail? The African revolution has today entered a 
new phase — the phase of total victory. All conspiracies against 
its triumphant march will be foiled by the African revolutionary 
masses. 
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Chapter Two 


Palestine Question: Zionist 
Aggression and U.S. Abetment 


The Tale of a People Turned “Refugees” 


Ever since the Balfour Declaration of November 2, 1917, the 
zionist settlers had been systematically colonising Palestine with a 
definite purpose — to set up there a racist and aggressive political 
entity. The anglo-US imperialists saw in it a bridgehead to control 
Asian and African wealth and manpower. A two-tier modus 
operandi for accomplishing this task was drawn up: first, to 
change the population pattern of Palestine, and secondly, to 
prepare the zionists militarily to take on the Arabs. 


A declaration of intent, made by a British Foreign Minister in 
his private letter to a zionist banker (Rothschild), was conveniently 
incorporated by the victcrious Powers in the peace treaty of 
Sevres with the vanquished Ottomans in 1920. The strategic 
position of Palestine further encouraged Britain to endorse the 
five-year-old Balfour Declaration when it got the mandate of 
Palestine on July 14, 1923. And this was done in utter 
contravention of the express commitment to the Sherif of Mecca, 
made by Sir Henry MacMahon, the then British High 
Commissioner in Cairo, in 1915. 

MacMahon categorically promised to Sherif Hussein to 
incorporate Palestine into the independent Arab homeland 
comprising the Arabian peninsula, Lebanon, Syria and Iraq, with 
the Mediterranean as its western frontier. Later, however, in order 
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to cover up the deception hatched through the Sykes-Picot 
agreement of 1916, the British government tried to take shelter 
behind an exemption clause, supposedly included in MacMahon’s 
correspondence to the Sherif. The exemption clause, the British 
claimed, related to the exclusion of ‘‘certain districts lying to the 
west of the districts of Damascus, Homs, Hama and Aleppo”’ 
Even then Palestine did not fall under this exemption clause, 
because, it was not situated west of the Damascus-Aleppo line. 


But in 1917 the British authorities thought it fit to give away 
Palestine to the zionists at the expense of the sons of the soil. 
Neither the giver, nor the receiver were Palestinians. But the deal 
did go through — thanks to international power politics! 


At the time of Balfour Declaration in 1917 the Arabs in 
Palestine accounted for 92 per cent of the total population. After 
the break-up of the Ottoman Empire following the peace treaty of 
sevres with Turkey, signed in 1920, Allied Powers, notably 
Britain, France and United States, set out to redeem their promise 
of a ‘“‘Jewish national home’”’ in Palestine. The British Mandate 

Administration of Palestine passed an ordinance (August 26 
1920) fixing a quota of Jewish immigration into Palestine, mostly 
from Europe. For the first year this quota was fixed at 16,500. 
However, this figure constituted only a fraction of those: who used 
to be smuggled into Palestine by racist institutions like the Jewish 
Agency and the Jewish Commission besides international terrorist 
organisations in the pay of the zionist movement. 


Besides providing for the inflow of zionists through the Law of 
Immigration, the Mandatory Power also enacted a law for the 
purchase and registration of land titles by these immigrants. 
Zionist land brokers, aided by their covert terrorist gangs, used to 
take advantage of carefully inserted loopholes in the tenancy law to 
dispossess the Arabs and buy up their lands. These dispossessed 
Arabs were turned into landless peasants who could easily be 
evicted from their fatherland by zionist terror tactics. 
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By 1929 the number of Jewish immigrants grew to 200,000 
through both authorised and unauthorised channels. In the 
circumstances, the Arab population could not sit idly by. They rose 
in rebellion as a protest against such alarming rate of zionist influx 
into Palestine. A British commission was set up to ease the 
situation. The commission recommended in 1930 the suspension 
of Jewish immigration but in vain. However, the number of 
immigrants was brought down to 5,249 in 1929 and 4,071 in 1931. 


The number of immigrants swelled in the wake of Hitler’s 
assumption to power. A tremendous boost in immigration took the 
figure to 9,553 in 1933, 42,359 in 1934 and 61,854 in 1935. Illegal 
entry into Palestine also broke all previous records. The situation 
brought about by these waves of zionist immigration ignited the 
Great Arab Rebellion of 1936, which was supressed by the 
Mandatory authority. However, the British Government, as usual, 
appointed another commission which in 1937  fruitlessly 
recommended partition. The British Government in 1939 came 
out with another White Paper fixing 75,000 as the final quota for 
immigration during the next five years. 


The British intention to limit immigration came under heavy 
zionist attack; the zionists of Europe and United states demanded, 
inter alia, the right of the European Jews to permanently settle ina 
country which was not theirs. This vulgarisation of justice was 
sought to be given a humane touch by some European 
intellectuals who gathered at the Baltimore Hotel in New York. In 
their so-called ‘‘Baltimore Platform” these arch zionists raised the 
issue of Nazi persecution of Jews only to justify the persecution of 
the Palestinian Arabs by the zionists. As if, it were the Arabs of 
Palestine who must pay for the sins of Hitlerite Europe! 


The Baltimore Platform encouraged terrorist organisations 
like “‘Haganah’’, ‘‘Irgun Zvei Leumi” of Menachem Begin and 
“Stern Gang’ to harass, intimidate and liquidate Arabs 
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individually and collectively with the active connivance of the 
Jewish Agency as well as Mandatory authority itself. Every 
conceivable methods of terror including arson, loot, rape and 
murder were resorted to by these paramilitary outfits of the zionist 
movement, whose sole aim was to drive the Arabs out of Palestine 
— their fatherland for centuries — so that “Israel” of zionist 
dream became an exclusive ghetto of racialists. 


The terrorist onslaught of the zionists further escalated 
towards the clecse of the Second World war. On the eve of the 
termination of the Mandate in May, 1948, these zionist arms of 
terror usurped not only that part of Palestine which was 
earmarked for “Israel” by the UN Partition plan of 1947, but also 
encroached upon other areas of Arab Palestine including the Holy 
City of Jerusalem. The population of Palestine, just on the eve of 
zionist occupation of parts of the country, was as follows: 


Total — 1,800,000 (approximately). 
Arabs — 1,200,000. 
Jews — Only 600,000. 


In other words, through systematic immigration, authorised or 
otherwise, the zionist population ratio was raised from 8 per cent 
1920 to around 33 per cent in 1948 and 84 per cent in 1978. On 
the other hand, the Arab population was brought down to 16 per 
cent in 1978 from 92 per cent in 1920; This is a measurement of 
zionist persecution of the Arabs of occupied Palestine. 


When a whole people is sought to be exterminated or 
uprooted from their hearth and home, it causes grave concern. 
This crime against humanity is precisely what the zionists have 
been committing in Palestine since the occupation of that Arab 
country by the imperialist Powers. 


In this connection the role played by the British Mandatory 
authority deserves closer examination. 


With the express intention of containing Jewish immigration, 
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the British Government, in the escapist tradition of the House of 
Commons, set up one commission after another to ‘“‘examine”’ the 
situation. Despite the recommendation of Lord Passfield and Sir 
John Hope-Simpson, the number of immigrants jumped to 61,854 
in 1934. The zionist capital investment also mounted and the 
Arabs were thrown out of all profitable undertakings. The mandate 
authorities had earlier fixed a quota of annual immigration; but this 
limitation did not apply to richer sections of immigrants, because, 
money could buy anything and the zionists were never hindered 
by shortage of funds. 


In 1937, the British Government sent Peel Commission to 
Palestine. The commission in its report recommended partition of 
the country. The British Parliament, however, in the face of Arab 
resistance against partition, revised its policy and on May 17, 
1939, issued a White Paper on the issue. The White Paper which 
was approved by the Parliament, emphasised that Palestine was 
not to become a Jewish state, but an indepentent state of all the 
Palestinians. Such a state was to come into being after ten years 
and it was indicated that the Jewish population should be kept at 


about one-third of the Arab population. 
The zionists violently opposed the formula put forward in the 


White Paper. Incidently, this was the first British policy statement 
on Palestine which was approved by the Parliament. Other 
documents, including the Balfour Declaration, did not enjoy the 
sanction of the representative institution of the British people. But, 
whatever might be the status of the White Paper, the guardians of 
imperialist interests sitting at the Mandates Commission of the 
League of Nations, by a vote of 4 against 3 rejected the formula on 
the ground that it contradicted the mandate. 


During the Second World war, illegal Jewish immigration into 
Palestine went on at an unprecedented scale. The imperialist- 
zionist plot of changing the population pattern of Palestine against 
the Arabs received fresh momentum. Side by side, the British 
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Mandatory Power raised a Jewish brigade and sent them to the 
European battlefront. The brigade therefore, received the 
European level of training and attained high degree of fighting 
efficiency. In Palestine itself they imparted guerrilla training to 
zionist activists. With the trained and armed elements, the zionists 
raised their Hagana army. Huge quantities of arms and 
ammunition were smuggled into Palestine or obtained from the 
British army depots to fill the underground arsenal of the zionists 
The Hagana operated as a regular army of the zionists under the 
protection and patronage of the Mandatory authorities, while the 
Stern Gang, the Irgun Zwei Leumi or National Military 
Organisation and other terrorist groups were engaged in 
clandestine operations against the Arabs. The military power of 
the zionists was thus raised to such a level as to enable them to 
score a decisive victory against the Arabs in the event of 
termination of the mandate. 

Being strengthened both numerically and militarily the 
zionists, in May, 1942, at a conference held in the Baltimore Hotel, 
New York, demanded a zionist state. The Baltimore Programme 
was accepted by the Zionist General Council Committee at its 
meeting held in Jerusalem in November, 1942. Simultaneously, 
the zionists drew up for mass eviction of Arabs from Palestine and 
for the establishment of a zionist empire which was to engulf, 
besides Palestine, Syria, Jordan, Lebanon and even Cyprus. A 
direct evidence of the existence of such plans was recorded by 
Geoffrey Morton in his book “Just the Job”’. 

The plot for mass eviction of Arabs were carried out by the 
zionists through organised terrorism and_ extermination 
campaigns which climaxed in the massacre at Deir Yassin on 
April 9, 1948. As the Arabs were forced to, flee their hearth and 
home, the evacuated territories were being handed over to the 
zionist local bodies by the British mandatory administration. The 
attempted political solution through the British Morrison Plan a 
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federated Palestine or the United Nations Partition Plan of 1947 
were only diplomatic exercises in futility; these were designed 
only to be rejected by both the zionists and the Arabs. The 
imperialists wanted a military solution and they adequately 
prepared the Zionists for the same. 

At the conclusion of world War Il, a large number of zionst 
soldiers belonging to the Allied armies enlisted themselves with 
the Hagana or some terrorist groups. They enhanced the zionist 
military might both qualitatively and quantitatively. 

On the military side, the strengh of the Hagana in 1946, was 
as follows: 

a. A static force of settlers and townsfolk 40,000 
b. A field army for mobile operations 16,000 
c. A permanently mobilised full-time force 6,000 

The strength of each of the three sectors of the army 
increased further as the demobilised zionists from the Allied 
armies, particularly of Europe and America, came over to 

Palestine to join the Hagana. 

Under these conditions the British government decided to 
withdraw on May 15, 1948. Before that date arrived, the zionist 
military power which was by that time, sufficiently strengthened by 
the Anglo-US imperialists and international zionism, launched a 
full-scale war on the Arab population, while the U.N. marked time. 
Genocide, mass murder and crime against humanity were 
perpetrated against the Arabs. The well-thought out plan of total 
eviction of the Arab population was achieved by May 14, 1948, 
when the usurpation of Arab Palesine was proclaimed by the 
zionists. 

Not that the world was suddenly presented with fait accompli; 
the world witnessed the execution, over a period of 31 years 
(1917-1948), of a deeply laid conspiracy, hatched by the 
imperialists and implemented through their strong arm — the 
zionists. 
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Of Human Rights And Human Bondage: 


The world celebrated on December 10,1978 the 30th 
anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights which 
was adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in Paris on 
December 10, 1948. Ironically, this year the zionists also 
observed the 30th founding anniversary of the so-called “State of 
Israel”, although the ideology and the modus operandi of the 
Zionist entity proved to be the antithesis of the Human Rights 
Declaration. As a matter of fact, the history of 30 years of 
existence of the zionist entity could well be termed as the history 
of violation of human rights as conceived in Paris three decades 
ago, and as visualised by the moulders of human conscience 
throughout history. 

Human heritage is enriched with teachings of men who 
cried out in utter anguish that man was ‘born free’ but everywhere 
he was ‘in chains’. In the older days Hamourabi, Gautama Buddha 
and Jesus Christ, among many others, showed the road to man’s 
emancipation. And finally Prophet Mohammad freed the 
enchained humans, both socially and spiritually. The relation of 
slavery between man and man was, for the first time in history, 
replaced by freedom and the rights and dignity of man 
established. But, with the change of time man was again 
enchained by his fellow beings. 

Ever since, it became a continuous endeavour of man to 
free himself from the fetters with which his ownkind shackled him. 
Magna Carta, the great charter of Englishman’s right of 1215, the 
French Revolution’s (1779) battle-cry of equality, liberty and 
egalitarianism, the American. constitutional guarantees of 
fundamental rights of 1787, the Paris Commune of- 1871, the 
struggle for national independence in the Arab homeland and 
gther countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America — all these were 
landmarks in man’s march for rights and liberties and his 
unending struggle for shaking off his bondage. 
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The post — World War II period witnessed renewed human 
efforts to rid itself of the new form of bondage and establish anew 
man’s rights and liberties on a higher level. The Atlantic Charter 
of August 14, 1941, the Declaration of United Nations of January 1, 
1942, the Moscow Declaration of October, 1943, the Dumbarton 
Oaks (Washington) Proposals of September 28, 1944 and the 
Charter of the United Nations of October 25, 1945, were gigantic 
steps in this direction, which finally culminated in the adoption of 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights on December 10, 
1948, by the U.N. General Assembly representing world 
censensus of opinion, sitting in Paris. Temporary reservations of 
some member-countries did not affect the universal appeal of the 
Declaration. 

Thus, the United Nations of the Post-World War II period 
became the international forum for proclaiming man’s rights which 
were enshrined both in the Charter and in the Human Rights 
Declaration. It is a mockery of human wisdom that this world 
organisation engendered an offspring which indulged in 
everything that the U.N., its Charter and its Declaration stood for. 
Even its express decisions and resolutions, so far as they related 
to the observance of intemational law and convention, human 
right, treedom and dignity, were trampled under foot by this entity 
called “‘Israel’’ 

Although the U.N. partition resolution was the source of 
legitimacy of the zionist entity, it conveniently violated the same 
resolution, both in letter and in spirit. The November 29 (1947) 
resolution enjoined upon what was proposed to be the “State of 
Israel” to embody in its constitution provisions which “shall 
guarantee to all persons equal and non-discriminatory rights in 
civil, political, economic and religious matters and the enjoyment 
of human rights and fundamental freedoms “and make no 
discrimination of any kind between the inhabitants on the ground 
of race, religion, language or sex’’. 

But zionists, who were carrying on their shoulders Hitler’s 
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fallen standard, unleashed a reign of terror against the Arabs on 
the eve of the transfer of power from the Mandatory administration 
of the “Arab” and “Jewish” authotlties as per the partition. 
Palestine Resolution of the United Nations. The zionist marauders 
usurped the major part of Palestine by the force of arms and tore 
off what was guaranteed in their own socalled Proclamation of 
Independence which said that the zionist entity be ‘‘based on the 
principles of liberty, justice and peace and political equality of all 
Its citizens, without distinction of religion, race or sex”. 


However, the experience of the Arabs in usurped Palestine 
proved to be just the opposite of this pious zionist declaration. 
They had to flee their hearth and home for fear of their life. They 
found their property confiscated by the zionist authority. They lost 
their right to return to their fatherland. Those who 
ventured to brave the white terror and face neo-Hitlerite 
persecution in their own land, were condemned to prison-term 
under sub-human condition or to a life of deprivation, fear, 
restriction and above all, degradation of their human dignity as a 
second class citizen. Their condition had no relevance whatsoever 
to a single Article of the Declaration of Human Rights. A brief 
analysis of some of the relevent Articles will illustrate the point. 

Article 3. Everyone has the right fo life, liberty and security of 
person. 

Article 5. No one shall be subjected to torture or to cruelty, 
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment. 

Article 6.Everyone has the right ta recognition everywhere as 
a person before the law. 

Article 7. All are equal before the law and are entitled without 
any discrimination to equal protection of the law. 

Article 9. No one shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest, 
detention or exile. 

The above five Articles of the Declaration relate to 
fundamental rights of any citizen. The zionist authorities in 
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usurped Palestine have made it a point to deny the Arabs each 
one of these rights. The Arabs are killed at will either by terrorist 
gangs. patronised by the administration, or by the repressive 
organs of the government itself — military, paramilitary or police. 
The apologists of zionists try in vain to justify the torture, 
maltreatment and even cold-blooded murder under the pretext of 
martial law or emergency condition in which their polity has been 
going through since its inception. But, they deliberately distort the 
unassailable truth that these fundamental rights of a citizen are so 
fundamental that even a jungle law cannot take them away.But, to 
the zionists the Arabs are not even entitled to the protection of a 
jungle law. These zionist zealots leamt from modem European 
culture nothing but fascist habits and the methods of Hitlerite 
persecution which they are now practising on the Arabs of 


Palestine. 
Article 13.(1) Everyone has the right to freedom of movement 


and residence within the borders of each state. 

(2) Everyone has the right to leave any country, including his 
own and return to his country. 

Article 14. (1) Everyone has the right to seek and to enjoy in 
other countries asylum from persecution: 

Article 15. (1) Everyone has the right to a nationality. 

(2) No one shall be arbitraily denied of his nationality, non 
denied the right to change his nationality. 

Arabs in usurped Palestine were never allowed to enjoy 
these rights. They were forced to leave their country en masse in 
the face of organised violence which took the magnitude and 
character of war crime, crime against-humanity and genocide. 
None of those who were forced to flee the country were ever 
allowed to return to their homeland. The zionist authorities sought 
to perpetuate the expulsion of Arabs from their fatherland by a 
number of illegal measures which were enacted as laws. These 
included the law of Return of 1950 and the law of Nationality of 
1952. These two laws conferred on zionist immigrants, 
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“Israeli” citizenship, but they discriminated against the sons of 
the soil. A zionist of a foreign country could get “Israeli” 
nationality by virtue of his mere presence in Palestine which was 
not the country of his bith. But an Arab who had been born in 
Palestine and lived there for generation after generation, could not 
exercise his birthright to be the citizen of his own country; he had 
to establish that he had been living in Palestine for a specified 
period. 

It goes without saying that a hostile machinery of 
administration can create a thousand and one pretexts to reject 
claims of continuous domicile of an Arab and hence, turn down his 
prayer for nationality in his own country where he and his 
ancestors have been living for centuries. 

These two laws create two distinct classes of citizens in one 
and the same country and foster racism and racial discrimination 
in perfect conformity with apartheid in South Africa. These laws do 
not treat citizens as equals and hence become ultra-vires of the 
founding constitution of the country itself. 

Article 17. No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his 
property. 

The zionists violate this Article of the Declaration as a rule 
and not as an exception. They do it through some administrative 
and judicial measures such as, (a) Military Emergency 
Regulations. (b) Civil Emergency Laws and Regulations. (c) 
Land Acquisition Law and (d) Law of Limitation. 

By Military Emergency Regulation the zionist authorities set 
up ‘‘out of bounds” or “‘protected’’ areas. Once an Arab area is 
declared ‘‘protected’’ or ‘“‘out of bounds” zone under this 
regulation, it is practically lost to them, because, they could hardly 
go near them, not to speak of working there. Thus, their right to 
property is taken away through the back door, though. 

Under the Civil Emergency Laws and Regulations, an Arab 
property is declared ‘abandoned’ property or ‘absentee’ property 
and the Arab owners of these properties, even if they are very 
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much present in the country at the time of such declaration, are 
confiscated by the government. Even those Arab who had to flee 
from persecution during the war and who happened to return 
during armistice or ceasefire, could not get back to their 
properties. 

On March 10, 1953, the zionist authorities enacted the Land 
Acquisition Law under which all past illegal grabbings of Arab 
lands by the zionists were sought to be legalised. It deprived the 
Arabs of their property who were in the past victims of terrorist or 
institutionalised violence perpetrated by the zionists. Thus 
the Arab were twice persecuted — once for being Arabs, and 
again for being propertied Arabs. 

The Arab right to property was also taken away by the Law of 
Limitation under which an Arab had to prove that he had been in 
continuous and undisputed possession of the property for fifteen 
years, and he had to establish his ownership by title deeds. This 
law was passed in March, 1958, when “Israel” was only ten years 
old. The framers of the law knew it well that during the Ottoman 
period, or even during the British Mandate period, it was not 
customary for the farmers in rural areas to keep in their 
possession title deeds of their landed property. And even those 
who had such deeds in their possession prior to the zionist 
aggression on the eve of termination of the Mandate, lost or 
misplaced them in the abnormal conditions of the subsequent 
disturbances. The zionists land settlements departments 
saw to it that that no copy of such title deeds was available to the parties 
concerned, so that their properties could be brought under the 
mischief of the Law of Limitation and then confiscated. 

These are some of the glaring examples of human rights 
violations in ‘usurped’ Palestine, which, for the purpose of this 
discussion, means ‘‘Israel’’ of 1948. We did not cover these 
violations in ‘occupied’ Palestine which includes the West Bank 
and Gaza Strip, as these are under direct military administration of 
the zionist authorities. Which situation is self-explanatory in so far 
as violation of human rights are concerned? 
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It is interesting to note the last Article of the Declaration (Article 
30). It reads: ‘‘Nothing in this Declaration may be interpreted’ as 
implying for any state, group or person any right to engage in any 
activity or to perform any act at the destruction of any of the rights 
and freedoms set forth herein’. 

It seems that the zionist authorities interpreted this 
concluding Article to arrogate to themselves the right to ‘‘destroy”’ 
all the “rights and freedoms set forth herein .The U.N. over the 
years condemned and castigated this racist political entity in vain. 
The General Assembly, during the 25th anniversary of the 
adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights on 
December 10, 1973, drew up a ‘‘Programme for the Decade of 
Action to Combat Racial Discrimination’ and sought to invigorate 
other agencies, covenants and commissions entrusted with the 
task of implementing the Programme by 1983. In this context, the 
issue of violation of human rights and fundamental freedoms of 
Arabs in usurped Palestine became interwoven with the 
‘Programme of the Decade of Action to Combat Racism and 
Racial Discrimination’’, as, in 1975, the General Assembly, by a 
resolution, determined’ zionism, the state ideology of “Israel”, as 
racism and racial discrimination. 

This historic event completely unmasked the Zionist 
pretensions about human rights and brought. it at par with 
apartheid. From then on the struggle against human bondage 
became interlinked with the struggle for human rights, which in its 
turn, took the shape and character of the struggle against racism, 
racial discrimination and all other manifestations of human rights 
violations. The precepts of zionists and apartheid which seek to 
destroy human dignity, should be eliminated within the stipulated 
time (1983) of the Decade of Action to Combat Racism and Racial 
Discrimination, which programme should now include combatting 
zionism. 

Combat zionism — this should be the main slogan of the 30th 
Anniversary of the. Adoption of the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights. 81 


New Doves in U.S. are No Better than Old Hawks 


In an effort to confuse world public opinion, a selection of 
political publicists in the United States are suggesting that the 
zionists may be persuaded to withdraw from all the territories they 
occupied in 1967, if the Arabs accord diplomatic recognition to 
“Israel”. This barter deal is now being considered feasible 
because of the emergence of some apparently new 
developments. A contributor to the International Herald Tribune 
(May 12, 1976), Mr. Stephen S. Rosenfeld, analyses these “new 
developments” and their significance in relation to peace in the 
Middle East as under: 


(a) The US zionists are showing a new willingness to publicly 
criticise the policies of “Israel” with regard to the Arabs in the 
occupied territories and the. Arab countries in the region. 


(b) They are now willing to take, albeit with a grain of salt, 
lectures that ‘the Israelis should announce they are ready to 
retum all the territories won in 1967 and, with US help, bargain for 
peace”’. 


(c) The rank and file of the US zionists feel that “Israel” has 
got itself into an impossible tight place, politically and 
economically, being now dependent on the United States for 
military protection, political patronage and an annual subsidy of $ 
2 billion. In these circumstances also “Israel” is not adequately 
availing itself of what new opportunities may now exist to test the 
possibilities of peace. 


(d) Marked improvements have taken place in the attitude of 
some Arab countries: towards the zionist entity. 


(e) The US Administration will be only too willing to pressure 
the zionist entity to seriously talk peace with the Arab countries 
now that the US Jews, at least at the grassroots, are ready to 
tolerate such a pressure up to a certain point. 
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The contributor seems to represent the “new doves” among 
the moulders of public opinion in US. He feels, the zionist entity 
may now be advised not to insist on total “Arab change of heart 
before the territory is fully restored”. At the same time, he argues, 
the zionist entity “has a right to expect concrete evidence of a 
neighbourly intent — in the conventional form of diplomatic 
relations, trade and travel”. 


The contributor has a piece of advice for the Arabs also. 
According to him, “the Arabs, if they are to get back their territory, 
cannot expect to be indulged further in their historical lament that 
their delicate, bruised psyches do not permit them to enter a 
normal neighbourly relationship” with the zionist entity though 
such relationship is of such evident and enormous benefit to 
them”. 


Under these conducive conditions, the contributor, who 
assumes the role of the new path-finder of peace in the Middle 
East, assures that in the event of the zionist withdrawal, various 
security arrangements for the zionist entity can be worked out “in 
an atmosphere altered by Israel's readiness to quit the war-won 
territory and by the Arabs’ readiness to grow up’. 


The contributor finally concludes that a US Administration 
invigorated by the maturity of the US zionists could, “I think, help 
move the Middle East along just this sort of promising path to 
peace’. 


It is a piece of good news that the US zionist community is 
attaining maturity and in its new mood, it is likely to allow the US 
Administration sufficient flexibility required for taking fresh peace 
initiatives. In spite of all these new developments, the contributor, 
who seems to be a well-informed person, has put forward 
suggestions which are not at all new. These are, as they call it, old 
wine in new bottle. Similar proposals were made by President 
Johnson, a leader of the old hawks of the US political arena, 
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immediately after the war of June 5, 1967, was over. Speaking 
before the National Foreign Policy Conference for Educators, 
President Johnson said in Washington on June 19, 1967, that the 
United States was committed to a peace based on five principles. 
These “principles” were: 


A. Mutual recognition of the political independence and 
territorial integrity of all countries in the area, encompassing 
recognised boundaries and other arrangements, including 
disengagement and withdrawal of forces, that will give them 
security against terror, destruction and war: 


B. Freedom of innocent maritime passage; 
C. Just and equitable solution of the refugee problem; 


D. Registration and limitation of arms shipments into the 
area; 


E. Recognition of the right of all sovereign nations to exist in 
peace and security. 


As is evident, neither President Johnson, nor the new 
prophets of peace condemned the zionist aggression and asked for 
the unconditional withdrawal of the aggressors. Rather, they tend to 
treat the occupied territories as war-prize. So, they venture to 
suggest that the sinner should now talk peace from a position of 
strength and those who have been sinned against would be 
obliged to pray for mercy. This preposterous suggestion was 
rejected by the Arabs even at the time of their set-back in 1967. 
Since then much water has flown down the rivers Nile, Jordan, 
Tigris and Euphrates The Arab masses have today really grown 
up. They will now reject such an overture with all the contempt it 
deserves. 


The advice of the new salesmen of peace to barter diplomatic 
recognition with territory is also as old as the 1967 war itself. 
According to this deal, the zionists will return to the Arabs the 
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territories that belong to the Arabs. And in lieu thereof, the Arabs 
will accord to the racist and aggressive entity, political and 
diplomatic respectability. The proposal is being put forward with 
an air of magnanimity, though it is nothing but sheer blackmail. 
This bargain is being billed as beneficial to the Arabs, as if their 
future depended on the successful conclusion of this deal! But the 
Arabs, even before growing up to the expectations of the new 
American salesmen of peace, will certainly grow up to recover the 
territories that are theirs. They will do it the way they stormed the 
Bar-Lev Line at the battlefield and the way they unmasked the 
racist face of zionism in the diplomatic field. The balance of forces 
in the international arena has undergone appreciable changes. 
The mood: of the US zionist lobby, the zionist aggressors of the 
policy-makers in the Capitol Hill or the White House is no longer 
the sole determinant of world events. The aggressor will have to 
vacate aggression today or tomorrow; this is the verdict of the 
democratic international public opinion. No bargain is needed to 
effect this verdict. The Arab muscle is also capable of repulsing 
the aggressor. Temporary reverses have failed to sap its vitality. 
The determination of the Arab masses to recover their occupied 
homeland will have to be taken note of, or else, the entire 
assessment of the Middle East situation will be miserably faulty 
and the search for peace therefore will end up in an exercise in 
futility. 

Like the old hawks the new doves in US seem to be equally 
worried about the security of the borders of the zionist entity. At 
the same time they refrain from condemning it when it violates 
other's boundaries. They even suggest that “if “Israel” is to be 
asked to return to the borders that it found dangerous and 
frightening in the past, then it ought to get more than some Arab 
signatures on a piece of paper called a ‘peace treaty’ and more 
than a ‘guarantee’ that the United States might or might not feel it 
feasible to make good on in a crunch”. The US zionists will not 
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tolerate any US pressures on the zionist entity to come to terms 
with the Arabs unless these extra security measures are worked 
out. The limitation on the options of the White House is obvious. 
But how these extra measures can be translated into concrete 
actions is not clear. Will the US Administration seek to disarm and 
demilitarise the Arab countries as vanquished power? Will the 
defence of the zionist entity be directly taken over by Pentagon? If 
this attitude represents the new thinking in the US zionist circles, 
then it can safely be predicted that any new US peace initiative will 
meet the fate of earlier ones. 


Whatever may be the meaning of the expression “more than” 
this or that, these extra cautions are being talked about only to 
conceal the fact that the zionist marauders have mounted as 
many as five major aggressions against the Arabs since 1948. 
Taking the advantage of the premature termination of mandate by 
the Britishers, the zionist terrorists let loose hell on the Arab 
Palestinian people on May 14 of that year, even flouting the UN 
partition plan. Since then it has been consistently violating all the 
decisions and resolutions of the world organisation. These facts 
cannot be altered by skillfull propaganda. 


The old hawks and the new doves alike skip over the central 
issue in the whole conflict — the question of restoration of national 
rights to the Palestinian people. It is pointless to lecture on the 
Arabs not to “indulge further in their historical lament” Rather, the 
new doves in US or elsewhere should eschew their historical 
antipathy for the people of Palestine. If these so-called doves 
sincerely want to evaluate the prospects of peace in the Middle 
East, they should admit what they feel in the heart of their hearts 
that a people, with a history, culture and land, and above all witha 
burning political will to live as a people, can never be relegated to 
the status of refugees perpetually. Let these so-called doves show 
a little bit of intellectual honesty and suggest to the American 
public opinion that a democratic and tolerant Palestine, where the 
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Muslims, Christians and Jews will live in harmony and with 
national dignity, is a worthy cause to fight for. No other political 
arrangement will work since the key to peace is held only by the 
Arab people of Palestine. 


Carter’s Election Victory and its Bearing on Arab Cause 


In recent years the average American has witnessed 
corrosion of his values. He has been shocked to see that base 
human instincts are being played upon the level of the State — the 
highest form of social organisation of man. He has revolted 
against the assault on his privacy. He has felt aghast at the 
institutionalisation of crime as a mode of governance. His head 
has hung in shame to see murders, assassinations and bribery 
being resorted to as methods of international intercourse. He has 
been grieved at the spilling of the blood of his dear children in far 
away places without any cause. 


The results of the elections of the first Tuesday of November, 
1976, are the mainfestations of the average American's reaction 
to all these malaise in US Administration. It just happened that the 
Republican Party was at the helm of affairs at the particular period 
and that was why it had to go. It will be naive to think that the 
voters have reposed confidence in the Democratic Party; they 
have only expressed their aversion to the rot that has plagued the 
Administration. This is essentially a negative verdict of the 
average voter. 


President Jimmy Carter will have, upon assumption of office 
on January 20 (1977), to take his policy initiatives keeping in mind 
this negative aspect of his election victory. If he can rise to the 
expectations of his ordinary voters, he may turn these negative 
aspects into positive features giving the American people a sense 
of direction. Or else, he will only add his name to the long list of US 
Presidents, Democrat or Republican, barring one or two 
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honourable exceptions, who debased their mighty prerogatives at 
the behest of a handful of persons in US society, who control big 
money, causing concem both at home and abroad. Needless to 
say, most of these tycoons are the ones who finance zionists and 
their aggressive designs. 


To the people outside the United States of America, the 
change of party nomeciature of the incumbent of the White House 
does not make much of a difference. A Democrat Truman was 
primarily responsible for threatening world peace with a war in 
Korea, heightening cold-war tension, with subverting the 
sovereignty of post-war West European nations by imposing on 
them the North Atlantic military alliance, bullying the majority 
members of the United Nations to partitioning Palestine and giving 
the green signal to the racist zionism to launch a war of 
aggression against the Arab nation as a whole. His successor, a 
Republican Eisenhower, enchainea a large number of nations by 
military pacts and alliances under the pretext of containing 
communism, encouraged from behind the scenes the zionists and 
Anglo-French colonialists to mount the Suez aggression, sought 
to subjugate the people of Indo-China who had just overthrown 
the French colonial power and physically intervened in Lebanon 
against the will of its people. The record of the two subsequent 
Democratic Party Presidents is no brighter either. While Kennedy 
brought the world on the brink of an atomic war by his Cuban 
adventure, Johnson pursued his predecessor’s Indo-China policy 
more vigorously to subdue the Vietnamese people. The savage 
bombing of the Gulf of Tonkin betrayed the mafia mentality of a 
President. During Johnson’s Administration a number of popular 
leaders of Asia, Africa and Latin America were violently 
overthrown with the direct or indirect connivance of this or that 
organ of the US Government only because these leaders did not 
agree to serve the US global interest at the cost of their own 
national interest. To crown all these crimes came the treacherous: 
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aggression on Arab land in June, 1967, by the zionists who were 
armed to the teeth by the Johnson Administration. Vast areas of 
Arab territories including the remaining half of Palestine were 
occupied by the zionists with the economic, political and military 
assistance of a Democratic Administration. The miseries of the 
Palestinian people further increased and the racist nature of the 
zionists was exposed to the world when the lands of the forcibly 
displaced Arabs were grabbed by the zionists to make room for 
the racist ghettos of the zionists. 

Again entered the Republican into the White House. During 
Nixon’s one and a half terms of office the balance of forces in the 
international arena tilted against imperialist hegemony. The 
national liberation movements gained unprecedented momentum. 
The Non-aligned nations asserted themselves much more 
vigorously against the politics of blackmail resorted to by 
aggressive military alliances. The newly independent countries 
refused to be brow-beaten at the United Nations and other 
international forums. The anti-imperialist alliance of the socialist 
and non-socialist countries was strengthened. The struggle of the 
most acutely suffered people of the present era, that of the 
Palestinians, grew from strength to strength. Most African people 
threw off their colonial yoke. The much publicised Vietnamisation 
experiment failed. The Arabs regained their self-confidence in the 
latest war with the zionists and in their battle against oil 
monopolies. Even the Americans themselves dared speak out, 
protest and parade streets against the Administration’s certain 
policies. 


Nixon was intelligent enough to be able to read the writings 
on the wall. The US interest in the international field called for a 
change in tactics. Therefore, a master-tactician, Dr. Henry 
Kissinger, was allowed to play all his tricks. In order to steal the 
limelight from the Vietnam peace marches at home, he rushed to 
Paris to earn for himself Nobel Peace Prize. He successfully hid 
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the fingers that triggered the assassin gun in different parts of the 
globe to silence the voice of national dignity. He was instrumental 
in changing the course of the October War in favour of the 
zionists; and at the same time, donning the Arabian outfit in a 
Lawrence of Arabia fashion, he was able to attract kisses from his 
Arab “friends”. 


But, in spite of his intellectual accomplishments he failed to 
learn the lesson from the Vietnamisation fiasco. He tried, late in 
the day, the same tactics again: let the Arabs fight the Arabs. He 
picked up a few Thieus or Lon Nols and set them to liquidate the 
Palestinian resistance and its allies so that he found a safe 
atmosphere for implementing his grand design of destroying Arab 
revolutionary spirit. The tactical area became Lebanon because of 
its strategic location and importance. The Nixon tactician got full 
support from the outgoing President's handpicked successor, 
Ford. 


But time was against Kissinger as it was against Nixon. And 
poor Ford could not even assume the stature of a White House 
incumbent. The ghosts of Watergate, Palestine, Vietnam, 
Cambodia, inflation, unemployment, oil prices, Arab boycott of 
“Israel”, European non-conformism, the threat of end to white 
racialist and economic supremacy in Africa, Third World audacity, 
— all were lurking in every nook and corner. And above all, the 
average American citizen who cannot be made to believe in the 
fairy tale that his country’s security is dependent on the liquidation 
of the Palestinians or the survival of an unknown head of state in 
South Korea or the physical liquidation of an Allende or on the 
annihilation of patriotic forces in Lebanon or Southern Africa and 
elsewhere, is now growing realising the absurdity of the policies 
pursued by the people at the helm of his country’s affairs. 


Under these conditions and in the background of these 
events Mr. Jimmy Carter enters upon the US Presidency with the 
flag of the Democratic Party in his hand and the legacy of the post- 
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Second World war Presidents behind him. He can create or 
miscreate conditions for the good or the bad of the American 
people in particular and the people of the world in general. Every 
step of his is being watched by the people of the world outside. 


Mr. Carter has already made it known that he is not the kind of 
leader who will dare break from the past. He has given “Israel” the 
assurance that it can expect all the arms and money it needs to 
‘live in peace’. But he has not wamed the zionist entity against 
disturbing other’s peace. The continued occupation of Arab 
territories, the usurpation of Palestine, taking recourse to 
aggressive racialism in the occupied land — these factors that are 
likely to disturb the peace have not been taken into account by the 
President. He has held out another assurance that his 
Administration will strengthen the bonds of frienship with the 
“traditional allies” of US. It is a clear indication that he will try to 
revive the relationship of the cold war period or the Eisenhower 
Doctrine: if you are not with me, you are against me. If that be the 
case, he will try in vain to reverse the virdict of contemporary 
history. In the changing world of today his dependence on the so- 
called “traditional allies” will only polarise international forces and 
hasten the eventual victory of the traditional enemies of 
imperialism. 

The world will eagerly look forward to see what course of 
action Mr. Carter charts out for his Administration on some of the 
other burning international issues like (a) disarmament, (b) energy 
and general economic crisis, (c) the lasting solution of the Middle 
East problem and (d) the Arab boycott of the zionist entity. 


Mr. Carter did not try to hide his intentions behind the 
smokescreen of diplomatic nonsense. He has bluntly said that he 
thinks the Soviet Union “respects America’s strength” He sounds 
like an Eisenhower who harped on the theme of talking to the 
Soviets from a “position of strength’. This attitude of Mr. Carter will 
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not lead any further than where his predecessors were marking 
time with regard to disarmament and strategic arms limitation 
talks. If Mr. Carter goes on increasing the U.S strength in order to 
gain Soviet respect, the consequent arms race will logically 
proceed on two parallel lines. Mr. Carter certainly does not expect 
the Soviets cry a halt unilaterally and stare at the awful majesty of 
the US military might of admiration in their eyes. 


The same attitude is likely to influence Mr. Carter's approach 
towards the US military bases. On this issue also Mr. Carter does 
not seem to be willing to revise the policy of his predecessors in 
Spite of the universal demand of the forces of peace for the 
dismantling of these bases, particularly those in the Indian Ocean 
and the Mediterranean. If Mr. Carter has already decided upon his 
course, then the other forces — those of the peace-loving world — 
will have to decide theirs in order to mobilise international public 
opinion so as to make the demand for dismantling the bases 
irresistible. 


The new US President will have to tackle the problem of the 
world economic imbalance and the pleadings of the United 
Nations and Non-aligned countries to introduce a New 
{ntemational Economic Order. To put the blame at the door of the 
oil producing countries for the present world economic imbalance 
is an attempt at oversimplifying the issue. The present.economic 
system based on the theory and practice of plunder and 
exploitation of primary-producer countries, is incompatible with 
the imperative task of bringing about economic emancipation of 
the overwhelming majority of peoples of the world. The UNCTAD- 
IV session held in Nairobi in May, 1976, and the Fifth Non-aligned 
Summit Conference held in Colombo in August, 1976, came out 
with a number of concrete recommendations in this respect. The 
Paris Conference on International Economic Cooperation can 
fruitfully work out these recommendations, if the United States 
adopt a more realistic and objective policy towards this issue. 
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Otherwise, the Third World countries, in cooperation with their 
friends among the developed one, will have to conduct a life-and- 
death battle for their economic survival. 


On the question of the Arab-zionist conflict Mr. Carter has 
already made his. views known which are not different from those 
who have taken one or two steps towards another spell of “No 
war, No Peace” stalemate. However, it is a welcome sign that the 
issue formed part of the issues of national debate in the US and 
the ordinary man there, for the first time, heard his leaders discuss 
the question. However one-sided the debate might be, it will 
certainly leave some impact on the common men who are not 
incorrigibly against the just cause of the Arabs in the conflict. The 
persistent struggle of the Arabs has brought about a change in the 
situation. So long as the Arabs will continue to persevere in 
struggle, their cause will be better understood and appreciated. 


The Arab boycott of the zionists in commercial dealings has 
also found place in the US national debate. To the Arabs, boycott 
is a legitimate.form of struggle against their belligerent enemy. Mr. 
Carter could have kept from the fighting arena had he been a 
bonafide third party. But he did not; he has taken up his position 
against the Arabs and threatened to take legal measures to bar 
any American company that is willing to abide by the rules of the 
Arab boycott. He has also declared that any future oil embargo will 
be deemed to be an economic war. The oil producers, however, 
have lived through the threat of physical occupation of oil fields in 
the wake of the imposition of oil embargo. Mr. Carter has only 
rephrased what Dr. Kissinger and James Schlesinger had already 
declared publicly. The Arabs will choose their own weapon at the 
appropriate time against their enemy. And while using their 
weapon they will take only one factor into consideration: its 
effectiveness in the war. Mr. Carter’s frantic reaction to a 
hypothetical embargo speaks highly of the effectiveness of oil 
weapon. Whether it will be used or not, only the given situation 
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can tell. 
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Carter Tries His Hand As A Quisling Is Available 

When someone deviates from the path of struggle in the 
course of a national tiberation movement, he invariably ends up 
compromising fundamental national objectives. Contemporary 
history is replete with such instances. | 

The post-Ramadhan War (October 6, 1973) period witnessed 
such a deviation, in case of an Arab ruler, who abandoned the 
path of struggle and opted for negotiated settlement with the 
enemy. He painted the image of the enemy as a friend and 
portrayed surrender as solution. The fundamental objective of 
Arab liberation movement, namely, the recovery of occtinied 
Palestine and the foiling of imperialist machinations in the Arab 
homeland, were sought to be compromised. 

On the other hand, the people of the Arab homeland have 
proved time and again that they want to persevere in struggle, 
defeat the enemy and regain the usurped Arab territories 
including Palestine. The Palestinian Arabs, who are the worst 
victims of the imperialist-zionist wars of aggression, have also 
proved during the last thirty years that they do not consider any 
sacrifice too high to regain their homeland. 
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In the circumstances, the deviationist ruler of the most 
populous Arab country tried to hide his intentions with a mask of 
falsehood and deception. He tried in the recent past to convince 
the Arab people that Nixon and Kissinger were friends of the 
Arabs. But when these ‘‘friends’’ failed to change the situation, 
the deviationist quarter pinned his hopes on Ford. After Ford 
came Carter, and Kissinger was replaced by Cyrus Vance. And 
the self-styled apostle of imperialist-dictated peace once again 
found a “‘genuine atmosphere”’ for achieving peace in the Middle 
East. New rounds of negotiations started. Secretary Vance came 
and went. He was described as usual, as ‘‘neutral’’. Vance’s 
neutralism was necessarily the extension of Carter attitude and, 
therefore, this ruler once again put all his eggs in Carter's basket as 
he once did only to be disappointed utterly. 

But Carter has his own way of doing things. Before his Arab 
guest travelled to Washington to get impressed about his 
neutralism, he spelled out his own formula in no uncertain terms. 
He was candid and outspoken, because, he knew he would be 
dealing with the deviationists from struggle, and not the leaders of 
an on-going revolutionary movement. And hence this Carter 
bluntness. 

Carter issued three statements recently spelling out his 
Administration’s thinking on how to resolve the Arab-zionist 
conflict. In the first statement the US President outlined his formula 
for “defensible borders” beyond the recognised and legal 
boundaries of “Israel”. In the second statement he put forward 
three pre-conditions for settlement including what he termed as 
“a homeland for Palestinian refugees”. 

A close examination:of these statements will reveal that the 
US position has not undergone any substantial change since the 
zionist aggression on the whole Arab homeland on June 5, 1967; 
it has rather come much closer to “‘Israeli’’ position. 

In his press conference given in Washington on March 9 
1977, President Carter, inter alia, said: 
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(a) The ‘Arab nations” and ‘“‘Israeli nation” must have 
mutually agreed to “permanent, legal and recognised borders’ 


(b) Beyond these recognised borders “Israel must have 
“defensible borders’, either by international agreement or by 


placement of “‘Israeli” forces or by monitoring stations, because, 
‘there may be extension of ‘Israeli’ defence capability beyond the 
permanent and recognised borders’ and therefore, “defence 
lines may or may not conform, in the forseeable future, to those 
legal borders”’. 

(c) International buffer zones between “Israel” and the Arab 
countries may be provided for by mutual agreement along with 
delineation of boundaries,and a declaration of end to the state of 
war must be made The final agreement may take “two years four 
years, eight years or more. 

(d) The Arabs must concede “Israel's right to exist” and 
“open up borders to her with free trade, tourist travel and cultural 
exchange” 

(e) And all these “will involve substantial withdrawal of 
‘‘Israel’s’”’ present control over territories’”” which means, some 
‘minor adjustements to the pre-1967 borders’’. 

Subsequently, on March 16, 1977, while addressing a rally at 
Clinton, Massachusetts, President Carter put forward three pre- 
conditions to peace in the Middle East. These are: 

(a) Recognition of “Israel” by the Arab countries. 

(b) Recognition by the Arabs including the Palestinians of 
“‘Israel’s’”’ right to exist. 

(c) ‘‘A homeland”’ for the ‘‘Palestinian refugees’. But, he 
insists that only after conditions (a) and (b) are fulfilled, the third 
condition can be taken up for consideration. And he does not 
specify the place for such a “homeland”. 

The advocates of peace settlement with the zionist enemy felt 
embarrassed at these statements, although they started dropping 
hints here and there suggesting that the Carter formula was 
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‘positive’. The Carter Formula may therefore be analysed in the 
light of Johnson Formula and Resolution 242 of the Security 
Council. 

The Johnson Formula, announced on June 19, 1967 was 
based on the following “‘five principles”: 

A. Mutual recongnition of the political independence and 
territorial integrity of all countries in the area, encompassing 
recognised boundaries and other arrangements, including 
disengagement and withdrawal of forces, that will give them 
security against terror, destruction and war; 

B. Freedom of innocent maritime passage; 

C. Just and equitable solution of the refugee problem; 

D. Registration and limitation of arms shipments into the 
area; 

E. Recongition of the right of all sovereign nations to exist in 
peace and security. 

The Security Council Resolution No. 242, adopted on 
November 22, 1967, called for ‘‘a just and lasting peace’”’ based 
on the following ‘“‘principles”’: 

A. Withdrawal of ‘Israeli’ forces from territories occupied in 
the recent conflict; 

B. Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and 
respect for and acknowledgement of the sovereignty, territorial 
integrity and political independence of every state in the area and 
their right to live in peace within secure and recognised 
boundaries free from threats or acts of force. 

The Resolution affirmed the necessity. 

(a) for guaranteeing freedom of navigation through 
international waterways in the area; 

(b) for achieving a just settlement of the refugee problem; 

(c) for guaranteeing the territorial inviolability and political 
independence of every state in the area, through measures 
including the establishment of demilitarised zones. 

The Arab countries rejected both the Johnson Formula and 
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Resolution 242, its latest version embodied in Resolution 338 as 
well as various other “‘plans’’ and ‘‘missions’’, primarily because, 
they overlooked, bypassed or deliberately ignored the 
fundamental issues of the conflict. These fundamental issues are: 

A. The usurpation of Palestine by colonial settlers under the 
banner of racist zionism; 

B.The occupation of other Arab lands by imperialist-zionist 
aggressors; 

C. The absence of determination and condemnation of the 
aggressors; 

D. The absence of the call for unconditional withdrawal of the 
aggressors from all the occupied territories, and 

E. The absence of recognition of the Palestinian people’s 
right to national self-determination as well as their inalienable right 
to liberate their usurped homeland. 

Mr. Carter in his plan does not tackle any of these 
fundamental issues either. On the contrary, he goes a few steps 
further in sanctifying aggression. He demands that the Arabs will 
have to accord not only legal but also moral recognition to 
‘Israel’; he asks for acceptance by the Arabs of ‘‘Israel’s”’ right to 
exist, forgetting that the very existence of the zionist entity 
constitutes aggression on Palestine. (it may be recalled that the 
zionists did not accept the UN partition plan; their armed gangs, all 
af whom were drawn from regular armies of the Western 
Powers, had forcibly occupied more than half of Palestine even 
before the British Mandate formally terminated). 

The Johnson Formula and the Resolution 242 of 1967 and 
subsequent US inspired plans envisage “Israeli” withdrawal 
‘from territories occupied in the recent conflict”. But Carter not 
only wants “adjustments” to pre-1967 borders, but also the 
provision for the “placement of ‘‘Israeli’”’ troops beyond the legat 
borders’, in accordance with “‘Israel’s defence capability” 

By this ‘‘two borders’”’ theory Carter seeks to create a very 
dangerous situation. It is tantamount to infringing upon the 
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sovereignty of the adjoining Arab countries in that they will have to 
concede ‘‘Israeli’’ military presence on their soil. ‘‘Israel’’ being an 
arm of racist and imperialist aggression, the placement of its 
troops. on the soil of other Arab countries will also ensure 
imperialist overlordship over the whole region. Besides, with the 
increase of her defence capability, “‘Israel’’ will go on expanding 
the area of troops placement. This will only destabilise the 
situation and threaten peace. 

This inescapable conclusion is borne out by the fact that the 
imperialists and zionists mounted as many as four wars of 
aggression on Arab countries in three decades. By their own 
performance the enemies of Arabs — the zionists and imperialists 
— have forefeited their entitlement, if any, to the benefit of the 
doubt. 

Mr. Carter is not satisfied with the “‘secure border’’ concept of 
the Resolution 242. In his eagerness to appease the zionists and 
the imperialist warlords, he borrows from the “Israeli” Labour 
Party’s election manifesto of 1973, a much more sinister term — 
‘defensible borders’’ — which has in it an aggressive military 
content, and in place of ‘‘demilitarised zones” along the borders, 
as was proposed in both Johnson Formula and Resolution 242, 
Mr. Carter proposes ‘‘international zone’”’, again borrowing the 
concept fram ‘‘Israeli’’ leaders (Allon Plan). And this international 
buffer zone will turn out to be the hotbed of international intrigues 
against the progressive forces of Arab homeland and a dumping 
ground of all kinds of espionage installations directed against 
Arab revolution. 

Mr. Carter has not elaborated on what he has meant by 
“defensible border’, but the election manifesto of the “Israeli” 
Labour Party did specify the area. On its border with Lebanon, 
“Israel” wants its line of “defensible border’ stretch up to the 
Litani river (whose sweet water the ‘Israelis’ wart to utilise for 
their settlement in the occupied Golan Heights), and on its east up 


to the Jordan river. On the Syrian side “Israel” wants to 
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perpetuate its occupation of the strategic Golan Heights. The 
second disengagement agreement concluded between Egyptian 
ruler and “Israel” during the period of Nixon-Kissinger ‘“‘step-by- 
step diplomacy”, and the present de facto “Israeli” control over 
the aréas in South Lebanon, have encouraged Mr. Carter to own 
up “‘Israeli’’ plans for what they want to be its ‘‘defensible’’ or 
“secure”’ borders. Mr. Carter has only pointed out thin distinction 
between the “legal border” and the “defensible border’. But that 
this distinction will become meaningless in the event of the 
establishment of the second border — the ‘‘defensible border’ — 
as this second border will be the actual line of control of “‘Israel’’. 

The exponents of peace settlement, in their heart of hearts, 
know it quite well that Carter Formula is even worse than those 
put forward by his predecessors and the widely despised 
Resolution 242. They also are fully aware that Carter is hawking 
the plans, drawn up at Tel Aviv, only with US stamps. Despite this 
vile nature of the Carter formula, the deviationist ruler, who was 
confronted with a host of domestic problems, wants to survive by 
achieving some “spectacular results’ in their his ‘peace 
initiatives” which are nothing but attempts at selling out the Arab 
interest and sacrificing the cause of Palestine revolution. 

As a drowning man catches at a straw, the hawker of Carter 
formula is taking shelter behind Carter's talk about ‘‘a homeland 
for Palestinian refugees’’. But this straw does not save him either. 
Mr. Carter did not promise d “‘national home’”’ for the Palestinian 
people as was done by the then British Foreign Minister on 
November 2, 1917, ‘“‘for the Jewish people”. Carter has only 
spoken about ‘‘a homeland for Palestinian refugees”’. 

Carter is aware of the distinction between the terminology used by 
Arthur Balfour and himself. He meticulosly avoided the terms 
“national” and “people” but has not forgotten to use the 


expression “‘refugees’’. The absence of these two vital terms 
rules out the scope of imagining tchat Carter has a Palestinian 
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State in mimnd. At best he has in mind a larger refugee camp in the 
West Bank of the river Jordan where the Palestinian expellees will 
be herded under “‘lsraeli’’ protection. 


Those who are more loyal than the king may consider this 
refugee camp as a “‘mini-state’’. The area of this so-called mini- 
state will be about 7,000 sq. km., if a larger chunk is not eaten up 
by Carter’s “‘adjustments’’. This meagre area can hardly absorb 
and sustain the Palestinian people. Besides, under Carter 
Formula, there will be placement of ‘‘Israeli’’ troops on this soil 
also. This means that the mini-state will lose the most vital of the 
characteristics of State, namely, sovereignty. Over and above, an 
“international zone’’ will also swollow. up a large chunk of this 
territory and infringe uon its sovereignty. In the ultimate analysis, it 
will lose even the character of a mini-state, not to speak of a State 
in the proper sense of the term. It will at best be a “protected 
territory” — if one so pleases to call it, — under the joint protection 
of ‘Israel’ and international intriguers. 


The Palestinian freedom fighters did not lay down their lives for this 
sort of ‘‘a homeland’’. The Arab revolutionaries did not die at the 
battleground to earn for their Palestinian comrades-in-arms this 
king of pitiful existence. The suffering endured by the Palestinian 
people and the sacrifice made by their other Arab compatriots 
during all these years will go in vain if Carter Formula is accepted 
as the basis of settlement with the enemy. 


During the past three decades the liberation of Palestine 
emerged as the central task of the Arab national liberation 
movement and the Palestine revolution became an integral part of 
the Arab revolution. If an Arab ruler of today compromises this 
central task, he will be betraying the Arab nation and Arab 
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revolution. Whatever may be his domestic or external 
predicament, he will not escape the verdict of the people who will 
not drift, under any circumstances, from the path of struggle until 
their revolution is finally accomplished. 


Gun-Boat Diplomacy In The Neutron Bomb Age 

The Carter Administration has been talking peace but 
hawking concussion bomb. It is speaking about holding the 
Geneva Middle-East conference the year 1977 was out; but at the 
same time, it is arming ‘‘Israel” with the latest weapons of human 
destruction. 

In these circumstances, (the then) zionist Prime Minister 
Yitzhak Rabin boasted in a radio interview on February 18, 1977, 
that the zionist entity was now “stronger than all the Arab 
countries put together’. He disclosed that ‘Israel’ had been 
receiving 1.5 billion dollars worth of weapons a year from America 
since the 1973 Middle-East War. 

Besides, he said, during his ensuing visit to Washingon he 
would try to persuade President Carter not to reverse the decision 
to sell to “Israel” the highly destructive concussion bombs. 
However, the zionists expect that if they fail to acquire concussion 
bombs, they will ask the US to supply them an alternative weapon 
capable of doing the same job, or else, they will embark on 
producing the concussion bombs themselves. 

The concussion bombs, called CBU-72s, are the most lethal 
among the non-nuclear weapons. These are capable of destorying 
everything within a wide range of area and exhausting air of the 
lungs of any living being. The decision to let “Israel” buy these 
bombs was made by President Ford on October 8, 1976. It was 
perhaps the parting kick of the Ford-Kissinger Administration at 
the Arabs. 

It is very intriguing to note that while the zionist enemy is 
engaged in massive arms build-up and is trying to acquire the 
latest and most lethal weapons of destruction like the concussion 

bomb, certain Arab ruler is busy hatching plots for self-destruction. 
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A simple analysis of the balance of forces between the Arabs and 
their zionist enemy, in the present circumstances, will inevitably 
lead one to conclude that at any conference table the zionists will 
talk from a position of strength and the Arab “peace”-makers will 
be faced with a take-it-or-leave-it situation, with the threat of 
concussion bombs hanging on their head. And precisely for this 
reason there is so much of hectic activity to reconvene the Geneva 
Conference at the present “opportune” time. 

The Arab regime that has offered to give in to the enemy, is 
fully aware that the people, even in his own country, will not live 
with such an abject surrender. This historical truism with regard to 
the Arab masses will unfold itself at a much higher stage in view of 
the changes that have taken place in and around them since 1948. 

This Arab regime, therefore, has taken recourse to 
suppressing the people with an iron hand. But suppression 
usually backfires. And that is why it has mounted a disinformation 
campaign side by side with suppressive measures. The people 
are being told that the new US Administration will adopt an “even- 
handed” policy and the Arabs will get a fair deal at Geneva. 
However, the people are not interested in either scorirg or 
conceding a point at the conference table; they are interested in 
winning the war of liberation at the battleground. They have had 
enough of ‘mediation,’ ‘missions,’ ‘plans’ and ‘steps’ since 
September 17, 1948, when the zionist Stem Gang murdered the 
UN mediator, Count Folke Bernadotte of Sweden. Some of the 
Arab regimes of the day went to the extent of signing a temporary 
General Armistice Agreement with the zionist enemy in February, 
1949. This gesture on the part of the Arab regimes only 
encouraged the zionists to mount one aggression after another 
culminating in the all-out invasion of the Arab countries on June 5, 
1967. The aggressors occupied the whole of Palestine, whole of 
Sinai and the Golan Heights, and all attempts at securing their 
withdrawal went in vain. 

In the wake of explosive developments following the June 5 
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aggression President Johnson, on June 19, 1967, came out with 
his Five principles for peace in the Middle East. In his principles, 
which later formed part of a UN resolution, Johnson called for 
“Israeli” withdrawal from the occupied territories, free maritime 
passage, solution of the ‘refugee’ problem and mutual recognition. 
But, he refrained from condemning “Israeli” aggression. Nothing 
tangible happened, because, the aggressors refused to vacate 
aggression. 

Meanwhile, an Arab summit took place in Khartoum (Sudan). 
which in its concluding session on September 1, 1967, declared 
“No Peace, No Recognition and No Negotiation” so far as 
“Israel” was concerned. 

On November 22, 1967, the Security Council adopted the 
Resolution 242 and authorised Secretary General U Thant to 
send to the Middle East a Special Repesentative. Dr. Gunar 
Jarring, an accomplished Swedish diplomat, who was named by 
the Secretary General as his Special Representative, failed to 
break the ice and after four years of shuttling between the Middle 
East capitals and UN Headquarters he made a final attempt for a 
breakthrough early in 1971. As a first step.to peace Jarring asked 
for a commitment from “Israel” to withdraw from the occupied 
territories depending on (a) satisfactory arrangements for 
demilitarised zones, (b) freedom of access of the ‘Israeli’ ships to 
the Gulf of Aqaba past Sharm al—Sheikh, and (c) freedom of 
navigation through the Suez Canal. From Egypt, Jarring asked for 
a commitment to enter into peace agreement with “Israel” after 
the first and subsequent steps had been taken. But “Israel” did 
not give Jarring the commitment of withdrawal to pre-1967 lines 
and Secretary-General U Thant, on March 5, 1971, in his report 
the UN blamed “Israel” for the failure of Jarring mission. 


Meantime, President Nixon decided to join the ranks of 
Middle East peace-makers and asked his Secretary of State, 
William Rogers, to embark on the mission. Rogers, who launched 
his mission on June 19, 1970, doggedly pursued his initiative for 
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two years, but failed to achieve anything. The “Israelis” did not 
commit themselves to withdraw from the occupied territories. 


Under the Rogers Plan Egypt and “Israel” were to agree toa 
three-month cease-fire along the Suez Canal with a view to 
creating congenial atmosphere for peace negotiations to start and 
for salvaging the ships sunk in the canal since the 1967 war. 
“Israel” was to commit itself to withdraw from the occupied 
territories. And subsequently the dormant Jarring Mission and 
Resolution 242 were to be revived. 


Dr. Jarring again failed, because in view of the “domestic 
pressures, the “Israeli” Cabinet could not give him the commitement 
to withdraw from occupied territories”. 


Then came the war of October 6, 1973. Following the war, Dr. 
Henry Kissinger stepped into the shoes of William Rogers and 
followed in the foot steps of Dr. Gunar Jarring who first introduced 
the concept of “Step-by-step” diplomacy. Like Jarring and 
Rogers, Kissinger also shuttled to and fro, but unlike them he 
played too much to the gallery, and luckily for him, he found some 
people in the gallery to applaud him. 


Kissinger prevailed upon the Egyptian and “Israeli” regimes 
to sign papers for disengagement of troops, which otherwise, 
could have been achieved through the provisions of a cease-fire 
agreement. He only secured a token withdrawal of “Israeli” troops 
from Sinai and Kuneitra and after taking only two steps and doing 
a lot of shuttling, stumbled on the rocks. However, he succeeded 
in duping the Egyptian ruler away from struggle. The Egyptian 
ruler also paved the way for imperialist penetration into the 
economy and tilted the scale of political influence in favour of the 
imperialists. 


But, the crux of the problem remained unresolved. The 
withdrawal of the zionists from all the occupied territories was not 
achieved. The liberation of Palestine remained a far cry. As a 
result, the people of the area could not be hoodwinked or won 
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over. Their determination to liberate Palestine and recover 
occupied territories did not diminish despite. “my dear Henry's” 
two feeble “steps”. And the ruler who went along with Henry-style 
deception only isolated himself from the masses in the process. 


Then came the turn of Jimmy Carter and Cyrus Vance. 
Vance’s exercise in shuttle diplomacy is not being taken seriously 
by the Arab people who do not find anything extraordinary in it. 


But the surrendering ruler does not take the peeple into 
confidence with regard to a matter that concerns them most. 


Rulers will come and go, but people will remain. Any settlement 
arrived at behind their back will simply be unworkable. 


Moreover, the people will reasonably point out that the zionists 
did not honour a single resolution of the U.N.; why then must the 
Arabs go to Geneva or any other place, for that matter, to sign a 
document of surrender to. the. same intransigent enemy? If the 
zionists really want to see peace prevail in the Middle East, why 


are they trying to acquire concussion bombs? To destroy whom? 
These questions will have to be answered before the people. 


The question of war and peace will be resolved, in the final 
analysis, by the people. Because, it is only they who will win war 
or guarantee peace. A settlement can be imposed from top, but it 
can hardly be maintained from that high pinnacle of illusory power. 


Begin the Terrorist Talks ‘‘Peace”! 


After the elections to the zionist parliament in May, 1977, the 
former chief of the super terrorist gang, “Irgum Tzvai Leumi” 
(National Military Organisation) Menachem Begin formed an 
ultrarightist cabinet in “‘Israel’’. He came to power on the slogan of 
establishing ‘greater Israel’ and retaining under zionist 
occupation the West Bank and Gaza Strip — the parts of 
Palestine which he fondly called ‘‘Judea’’ and ‘‘Samaria’’. 
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This man whose credentials are stained with the blood of 
innocent oldmen, women and ‘childrén of Deir Yassin and other 
Arab villages of Palestine, offered to negotiate ‘peace’ with’ 
Egypt and his apolugists started describing him as.a ‘‘moderate,- 
legalist, persuasive and flexible’ man who only “strongly objects 
to PLO participation’ in talks. As a matter of fact, what he wanted 
to discuss was a plan for legitimising forcible occupation of 
Palestine and other Arab lands. His plan reads as under: 

a) The zionists will remain in perpetual occupation of whole of 
Palestine including the West Bank and Gaza Strip. 

b) In Sinai, the “Israelis” will not withdraw from the 
strategically important Sharm-al-Sheikh port at the mouth of the 
Red Sea. 

c) In the Golan Heights area, the “Israelis” may’ be 
persuaded to make some _ tactical withdrawals without 
jeopardising their defence requirements. 

d) The West Bank and the Gaza Strip will remain out of the 


purview of talks. 


In other words, Begin plan envisages making the second 
disengagement line, both in Sinai peninsula and Golan Heights, a 
permanent boundary with minor adjustments. Begin also 
suggests that if the Arabs find it difficult to go to Geneva without 
the PLO, some other venue may be decided upon for holding talks 
without the presence of the PLO. And these talks mav be 
conducted under U.S. mediation. 


It is evident that Begin has reproduced the Allon Plan in a 
new letterhead, the purpose remains the same, namelv. to 
effect a peace settlement on the basis of victorious-vanquished 
relationship between the “Israelis” and the Arabs. Besides, in the 
name of jurisdiction, he insists on concluding separate peace with 
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each and every party in the conflict and this party has to be a 
sovereign state. 


With a view ta popularising this plan of Begin, Mr. Cyrus 
Vance intends to shuttle in the area again and Mr. Carter wants to 
dive it a try “either in Geneva or elsewhere”. 


The Arabs have never accepted this relationship despite 


many setbacks. All previous efforts for Middle East peace went in 
vain beacuse of this determination of the Arabs on the one hand, 
and the intransigence of the zionist’s on the other. No new 
development has taken place that warrants a second shuttle of Mr. 
Vance to the area. Nor does the situation give rise to any fresh 
optimism which should encourage Mr. Carter to try Geneva in two 
months time. As for Begin he will understandably try for isolating 
the Arab confrontation countries from one another and that is why 
he seeks to strike separate deals with each one of them. This has 
always been the zionist tactic and some Arab regimes fell in the 
trap during Kissinger’s step-by-step diplomacy. The old trick mav not 
work for the third time. 


However, one should give the devil his due. Begin has been 
able to win the zionist lobby in U.S. over to his side. That lobby is 
now projecting him as a “moderate” and “persuasive” person. 
For its part the zionist lobby has succeeded in muzzling the “loud- 
mouthed” Carter and Begin; none of them, during the zionist 
leader's visit to Washington, said a word publicly about the futute 
of West Bank and Gaza Strip. But, it is highly unlikely that their 
calculated silence on the issue will help solve the problem. 
Silence is golden when ulterior motives do not cry out from behind 
the screen. 


As we have said on many other occasions, a just and 
meaningful peace in the Middle East is dependent upon the 
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capability of Arab liberation forces to score decisive victories, and 
not on the faces that periodically show up at Washington and Tel 
Aviv. Thirty years have passed since the illegal occupation of 
Palestine by the zionists. During these years the zionists have 
only proved themselves to be intransigent aggressors, systematic 
persecutors and racist colonialists irrepective of who ruled at Tel 
Aviv. The U.S. Administration, for its part, has dutifully been 
strengthening the hands of the zionist warlords, no matter who 


has been occupying the White House. 

In the present case Begin has obtained a multi-million dolar 
arms aid from U.S. for manufacturing Chariot tanks and other 
military utilities. Besides, Mr. Carter is reported to be actively 
considering the sale of 90F 16 aircraft to “Israel”. The U.S. 
President’s self-imposed ban on shipment of aggressive weapons 
to sensitive areas did not hold him back in this case. The reason is 
simple. “‘Israeli’’ aggressive designs are perfectly in conformity 


with U.S. self-interest. 

In these circumstances, the Arabs are left with only one 
option: to persevere in liberation struggle until total victory. 
Former President Ahmed Hassan al-Bakr, in his Revolution Day 
message on July 17, 1977, once again reminded the Arabs of this 


inescapable option. He said. 

“The road to recovering lost territories and usurped 
rights is crystal clear and quite straight to everyone who 
genuinely wants to put up an honest and courageous fight. It 
is the road of final and resolute repudiation, in both form and 
content, of the line of capitulationist settlement and 
deviationist policies. This is the road of adopting the line of 
liberation struggle, mobilising the broad masses, lending 
support to Palestinian Resistance and allowing it to struggle 
against the enemy from all fronts and confronting the 


imperialist interests and schemings firmly and steadfastly”. 
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The people of the Arab homeland who could not be coerced 
into submission during the last three decades, cannot be 
browbeaten today when time is in their favour. Begin is not an 
unknown quantity to the Arabs. Nor can Washington fool all the 


Arabs all the time. 


In the light of the Begin plan and the prevailing mood in U.S. 
Administration, an analysis of the Middle-East conflict made by 
Mr. Walter Laqueur, Chairman, the American Research Council of 
the Centre for Strategic and International Studies, makes an 
interesting reading. He says: 

“Innumerable conferences, speeches and position papers 
deal with the future of the region, but most of them labour under 
the delusion that peace in the Middle-East is a synonym for the 
resolution of the Arab-“‘Israeli’”’ conflict. But the issues at stake 
are territorial as well as ideological, social, religious and political; 
these are conflicts betwen states, as well as within societies and 
the resolution of one does not necessarily diminish the intensity of 
others. In some cases, it may, in fact, have the opposite effect’ 

The chairman of the centre that analyses the highly important 
intelligence reports and assessments with regard to the most vital 
areas of U.S. interest has tried, certainly not unwittingly, to 
confuse issues and alter priorities at a time when a new set of 
functionaries are going to take over the affairs of American 
administration. He has discussed at length the possible unfolding 
of conflicts among the various components of Arab nation, among 
Palestinian resistance groups and within the society of respective 
Arab countries, According to him, these cohflicts pose much more 
serious threats to peace than the Arab-‘‘Israeli’’ conflict which, 
acting as a catalyst, prevent the other conflicts from taking a 


dangerous turn. He said: 
“It is an inescapable fact that the Middle-East contains a 
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great amount of flammable material, and for a long time to come it 
will remain an area of political turbulence. That a settlement of the 
Arab-“‘Israeli’’ conflict would be desirable goes without saying. 
But this is true only if the cure is not worse than the disease; no 
one would be helpéd by a “peaceful solution’’ that transforms, 
with almost mathematical certainty, a regional dispute into a 


superpower confrontation’. 

This is the crudest possible argument in favour of shelving 
the most burning issue of the day — that of vacating ‘‘Israeli”’ 
aggression and restoring to the Palestinian people their 
inalienable national right. The acts of aggression committed by 
the zionists since 1948, the occupation of Arab territories, the 
expulsion of almost the entire Arab populace of Palestine from 
their homeland and tuming the whole of Palestine into a settler- 
colonial racist ghetto are gross violations of international law, the 
Charter of the United Nations and its directives. The international 
community has an inescapable responsability to remedy the 
Situation. But, the internal conflicts of Arabs and _ their 
resistance movements are not international disputes. To suggest 
that because of the existence of these internal conflicts no action 
should be taken against those who mounted wars of aggression 
and violated international law, Charter of the U.N. and its 
directives, is tantamount to challenging the validity of the accepted 
and respected norms of international behaviour and extending an 


open invitation to interference in the domestic field of countries. 


The international community has not been misguided by such 
mischievous logic. On November 24, 1976, the United Nations 
General Assembly adopted a resolution calling upon “‘Israel”’ to 
withdraw, by June 1, 1977, from all the Arab territories it occupied 
during and since the 1967 War. The Assembly which endorsed 
the report by the 20-nation U.N. Committee on the “exercise of 
the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people’, asked the 
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Security Council to consider, as soon as possible, this and other 


recommendations made by the committee. 

The committee, inter alia, recommended that in the first 
phase the evacuated territories would be taken over by the U.N. 
and in the second phase the U.N. would give them to the 
Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO), the sole representative 
of the Palestinian people. The committee urged the UN and the 
PLO to ‘‘make necessary arrangements to enable Palestinians 
displaced between 1948 and 1967 to exercise their right to return 
to their homes and property”. The committee held that ‘‘the 
Palestinian people should decide when and how its national 
independence should be expressed within an independent entity 


of its own and its territory, Palestine’. 

These recommendations had earlier been placed before the 
Security Council, but United States vetoed them. This time the 
General Assembly, by almost two-thirds majority (90 in favour, 16 
against with 30 abstentions) endorsed the Committee’s 
recommendations and urged the Council to consider them once 
again taking into account the fact that the Assembly supported 


them overwhelmingly. 

At this stage of the Arab-“‘Israeli” conflict it is against the 
interest of all including the US to try to stall the issue by bringing in 
irrelevant and peripheral matters as are being done by some US 
think-tanks. These apologists of zionism in Washington should 
better know that the Arab-“‘Israeli” conflict is a conflict between 
the whole people of the Arab homeland and the zionist enemy. 
And the Arab people, for their part, will surmount all their internal 
predicaments in order to resolve the main contradiction of the 
present historical stage — the contradiction between themseives 
and the zionist enemy who is backed by imperialists and other 
reactionary forces. The behaviour of one or two persons in 
authority at the given moment in this or that Arab country is not 
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indicative of any change in the main contradiction. Similarly. the 
position of the US or any other power does not affect the 
fundamental nature of this antagonistic contradiction either. The 
alignment of forces only makes the task of resolving the 
contradiction either easier or harder. 


Putting The Cart Before The Horse 


During the first eight months in office the Carter Administration 
only succeeded in confusing the issue by his feelers-from-top 
diplomacy. Some time ago he was talking about substantive 
issues like ‘“‘Israeli’’ withdrawal and Palestinian homeland. And 
now he is keeping quiet and his emissary, Secretary of State 
Cyrus Vance, is unnecessarily shuttling around in the Middle East 
to find solution to the procedural matters. As if procedural knots 
stood in the way of solving the substantive issues. The issues that 
have already been settled by the United Nations are being 
reopened only to delay the process of finding a solution and not to 
advance it. The settled questions include: 


a) Zionism is a form of racism and racial discrimination. (And 
therefore, the zionist entity called “Israel” which is based on the 
precept of zionism is itself a racist ghetto). 

b) Palestinians, like any other people, are entitled to exercise 
their tight to self-determination and they must be allowed to retum 
to their homeland, free from the fear of persecution. 


c) Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO) is the sole 
legitimate representative of the people of whole Palestine. 


d) ‘Israel’ will have to withdraw from all the territories 
occupied in the war of 1967. 


e) ‘Israel’, in the mean time, must desist from changing the 
demographic character, geographic feature and cultural heritage 
of occupied lands. 


If any U.S. President takes upon himself the task of finding a 
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solution to the Arab-zionist conflict, he can, if he is sincere at least 
to his own self, proceed from the above points determined by the 
collective wisdom of the kind of world organisation we have. 
Enough negotiations have taken place during the last 30 years. 
There is hardly any scope for further negotiations, either in 
Geneva or in Washington or elsewhere before the fulfillment of the 
prescribed obligations of the aggressors including their complete 
withdrawal from the occupied territories. 


Without burning midnight jet fuels over Arabian oil lakes the 
American ‘‘peace-makers”’ may profitably utilise their time by 
prevailing upon their recalcitrant zionist clients to abide by the res- 
olution of the 31st session of the General Assembly which had called 
upon the zionist aggressors to evacuate from territories occupied 
in the 1967 war by June 1, 1977. 


As has been the case, the zionists did not show any regard to 
the call of the UN General Assembly. Talks of all kinds and at all 
levels have failed to persuade the intransigent zionists to respect 
the injunctions of authoritative world public opinion. In the 
circumstances the victims, the Arabs in general and the 
Palestinian Arabs in particular, have reasonably lost faith in the 
efficacy of protracted but fruitless negotiations. The only road left 
open to them is the road of national liberation struggle. 


And, thesefore, Carter’s good-bau-indifferent statements and 
Vance’s numerous visits to the Middle East have no direct 
relevance to the problems and prospects of peace in the area as 

far as the Arab liberation forces are concerned. 


However, The U.S. initiative in the so-called peace process hit 
a snag somewhere, and it was given a quiet burial for the time 
being. 

With a view to covering up the failure of the Middle East 
initiative, Mr. Vance hastened to announce that talks would 
continue in Washington during the General Assembly session of 
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the UN and President Carter would receive the Foreign Ministers 
of the concerned countries during their presence in the U.S. 


On the other hand, speculation was rife to the effect the 
Security Council resolution 242 which was never accepted by the 
directly concerned parties, was being accepted only for 
recognising “‘Israel’’. The resolution called upon ‘Israel’ to 
withdraw: from occupied territories. This vital stipulation of the’ 
resolution was now being relegated to secondary position and the 
secondary stipulations like trade, travel and _ diplomatic 
represention which were matters relevant under normal 
conditions, were being put forward as pre-conditions to peace 
negotiations. In other words, arrangements were being made to 
put the cart before the horse so as to block any movement of 
events towards a genuine and lasting peace. 


The Palestine Resistance was also being called upon to 
accept Resolution 242 to earn an invitation to peace parleys 
“either in Geneva or elsewhere’’. As if the Palestinians were the 


aggressors and conditions were being put to them to amend the 
wrong they had committed. While insisting on Palestinian 
acceptance of Resolution 242 Mr. Carter seemed to have 
overlooked the fact that ‘Israel’ the aggressor — for its part, did 
neither accept nor act upon the resolution during all these years. 
When decision-makers of Carter’s position tend to overlook such 
essential matters, it is advisable to draw their attention to the text 
of the resolution adopted by the Security Council or November 22, 
1967. The first part of the resolution reads: 


“The Security Council 

“Expressing its continuing concern about the grave situation 
in the Mjddle East, 

“Emphasising the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory 


by war and the need to work for a just and lasting peace in which 
every state in the area can live in peace, 
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“Emphasising further that all member states in. their 
acceptance of the Charter of the United Nations have undertaken a 


commitment to act in accordance with Article 2 of the Charter. 


1. Affirms that the fulfilment of Charter principles requires 
the establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East 
which should include the application of both the following 
principles: 

(1) Withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied 
in the recent conflict; 


(ll) Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and 
respect for and acknowledgement of sovereignty, territorial integrity 
and political independence of every state in the area and their 
right to live in peace within secure and recognised boundaries free 
from threats or acts of force; 


The first operative clause of part 1 of the resolution calls for 
‘withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the 
recent conflict’. These territories include West Bank, Gaza Strip, 
Golan Heights and Sinai. 


The question of taking any action on the second operative 
clause of part 1 of the resolution does not arise so long as the 
obligations under the first operative clause remain unfulfilled. By 
insisting on Arab recognition of “Israel” even prior to the start of 
peace negotiations and by allowing almost a decade for 
withdrawal of “Israeli” forces from occupied territies and 
introducing the suggestion of “minor adjustments” the U.S itself 
is violating both the letter and spirit of the resolution. And at the 
same time Washington is demanding of the Arabs their adherence 
to the same resolution. This double-standard diplomacy serves 
U.S and “‘Israel’’ quite well; but it does not serve the cause of the 
Arabs including the Palestinians. 
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As for the Palestinian Arabs, they have no obligation under 
the resolution part 2 which states: 

2. Affirms further the necessity 
a) for guaranteeing freedom of navigation through interational 
waterways in the area; 


b) for achieving a just settlement of the refugee problem; 

c) for guaranteeing the territorial inviolability and_ political 
independence .of every state in the area, through measures 
including the establishment of demilitarised zones; 


The Palestinians whose ancestral homeland has been 
usurped and occupied, are fighting a war of national liberation. 
Their resistance movement has been recognised by the UN 
General Assembly as a national liberation movement. So, it is this 
movement which has the right to call upon others to desist from 
doing anything that will harm the task of achieving the liberation of 
Palestine. To struggle for national liberation is the fundamertaf 
right of a subjugated people, whether living inside the occupied 
territory or in forced exile. 


Instead of honouring this fundamental right to national 
liberation of the Palestinian people, the U.S. is trying to impose on 
them the condition that they must recognise the usurper’s right to 
exist as a state in return for a promise of a seat at the conference 
table. This is an advice to commit hara-kiri for the salvation of the 


soul of the persecuter. 


And this advice is being doled out at a time when the 
occupation forces in usurped Palestine-are adamantly resorting to 
complete annexation of the occupied part of Palestine as well by 
building there illegal racist settlements and extending social 
service laws to the area in utter contravention of the UN 
Assembly resolutions. Mild U.S. protests over these issues are 
being courageously rejected by the zionist occupation authorities, 
because, it is the U.S. Administration that is providing them with 
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massive economic and military assistance, and consequently, 
giving them the courage to do what they are doing. 


It is intriguing that while the Arabs keep talking, the “‘Israeli’’ 
warlords continue usurping the land of Palestine. And the double- 
standard diplomacy of U.S. will accept such usurpation as a fait 
accopli after delivering to “‘Israel’’ verbal protest notes, several 


hundred F 16 aircraft — and sufficient money to manufacture 
Chariot tanks and other military hard-wares. 


Bring The Culprit To Book 

The thirty-second session of the United Nations General 
Assembly opened on September 20 1977 in the wake of serious 
deterioration of military and political situation in the Middle East. 
The ‘Israeli’ authorities, on this occasion, stepped up their armed 
intervention in the internal affairs of Lebanon and their ground 
forces crossed into southen Lebanese areas and their gunboats 
and aircraft violated Labanese air-space and territorial waters. As 
a matter of fact Lebanon, which has been subjected to repeated 
but limited ‘Israeli’ acts of aggression since the latest Arab-zionist 
war of 1973, now faces a full-scale invasion. 


On the other hand, the ‘Israeli’ Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan 
who flew into Washington on September 19, 1977, held a series of 
secret talks in European capitals on the eve of his trip to the 
United States. Though these talks are shrouded with mystery, one 
can presume that the zionist war expert talked about the subject 
he Knew. The events in Lebanon clearly pointed to the possibiliy 
that Dayan mission was primarily concemed with war and not 
peace. 

Meantime Begin-Dayan administration in Tel-Aviv 
announced its plans for keeping Palestine in perpetual zionist 
occupation. It is not satisfied with legalising illegal settlements in 
Sinai, Golan, West Bank and Gaza Strip; it is now proposing to 
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bring these parts of Palestine, occupied in 1967, under the 
purview of ‘Israeli’ constitution and offer the Palestinian Arabs of 
West Bank and Gaza Strip the kind of autonomy that has been 
forced upon the black ghettos of South Africa. This Bantustan- 
status for the Arabs of occupied Palestine not only promotes 
racism and racial discrimination but also violates Geneva 
Convention and UN resolutions on occupied territories. And this is 
the plan Moshe Dayan carried with him to washington along with 
his other sinister proposals. Arab reaction to such plans is only too 
well-known. There is hardly any need for holding talks at any level 
at any. place on such plans. 


The United States, for its part, spoke about the participation 
of ‘Palestinians’ in the Middle East peace talks. For reasons best 
known to them a_ certain Arab ruler hastened to 
welcome the statement which sought to hide US intentions 
more than reveal them. The statement did not specify 
who will represent the Palestinians if and when the situation 
demands their representation. Had the US Administration been 
sincere in its pronouncement, it could have referred to the 
Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO) by name. 


But the absence of this specific refernce in the background of 
efforts to divide the ranks of Palestinians raises reasonable 
doubts about the intenstions of Washington. Besides, the 
proviso of Palestinian recognition of ‘‘Israel’”’ is also there in the 
statement. It is obvious that the recognition of “‘Israel’’ by the 
Palestinians is tantamount to renouncing by the Palestinians their 
right to notional independence, and, therefore, killing the cause of 
the Palestinian resistance movement. If the movement loses its 
raison d’etre, there is likely to arise a political vacuum which in 
turn may pave the way for the emergence of plurality of leadership 
to claim the right to represent the masses of Palestinians. And 
that preciesly will be the opportune moment for the 
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U.S. Administration to clarify its statement in the light of the new 
development. The Palestinian people, needless to say, will be 
walk into such a trap. Pressures to do so from any quarters will be 
withstood, as in the past, by Palestine Resistance. 


‘Israel’ is going to face increasing isolation in the General 
Assembly in view of its failure to comply with the UN resolutions 
on withdrawing from occupied territories, building racist settlements 
and creating new complications with regard to the status of 
occupied lands. The Arab League Foreign Ministers have already 
called upon UN member-states to stop economic and military aid 
to ‘Israel’ as a concrete measure to bring the culprit to book. In 
view of this call which is certain to get overwhelming support, 
efforts will be made by pro-zionist lobbies, led by the U.S. Admini- 
stration, to salvage the situation. President Carter and Secretary 
Vance will be pre-occupied with this issue. They are, therefore 
likely to be much more generous during their talks with Arab 
Foreing Ministers who will meet them. The President and the 
Secretary may also make sweeter public statements to establish 
their dwindling credibility. But, their eyes will always be on the 
corridors of the UN. They will try their very best to ensure that the 
demands for stoppage of aid to “‘Israel’’ is not pressed. The way 
President Truman mobilised support for the resolution to partition 
Palestine is still fresh in the minds of many,. Carter will try to repeat 
Truman performance to help “Israel” out of the present.impasse. 


But the circumstances in the area have changed and the 
General Assembly also has undergone qualitative change with the 
increase of its membership during the last three decades. So it will 
not be too much to expect that “‘Israel’s’’ threatening military 
posture, unmitigated political arrogance and last-minute 
diplomatic desperation will only isolate it further, notwithstanding 
the machinations of the White House. 
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Begin’s Strategy In Face Of Growing Isolation 


Since December, 1976, when the Thirty-first session of the 
UN Genesal Assembly ended, the world has been witnessing with 
consternation that the zionist authorities are legalising the 
establishment of illegal racist ghettos all over occupied Palestine. 
Besides, ‘“‘Israeli’’ Agriculture Minister, Ariel Sharon, publicly 
proclaimed recently his government’s plans to change the 
population pattern of Palestine by settling two million new zionists 
in occupied territories. By doing so the ‘“‘laraeli’’ authorities hope 
to fulfil the dream of Menachem Begin, who, according to his 
apologists, ‘‘is-the first one to believe — in the traditional sense — 
in the God of Israel. He is also a child of the Diaspora for whom the 
permanence of the Jewish state has yet to be established. In his 
view, that state will not be fully established until all of the world’s 
gentiles — or at least the sane and decent ones — have been 
persuaded of the special nature of the Jewish case and the 
rightness of the Jewish claim to all of Palestine. As part of his 
campaing to achieve this goal, Begin means to go to Europe and 
appeal to the people of France and Britain over the heads of their 
leaders. But the main target of his propaganda will be the US, and, 
above all, Jimmy Carter’ (Perlmutter, Newsweek, August 
15,1977). 


Publicist Perlmutter of the American University in Washington 
DC, may have crossed the limits of sanity and decency 
in defending aggression and terming an outright terrorist killer a 
believer, but the fact remains that within days of his return 
from a visit to Washington Begin legalised three zionist 
settlements on the West Bank and assured the racist zealots that 
he will legalise many more settlements so as to make room for two 
million additional zionist settlers as declared by Sharon. All these 
steps give credence to what Perlmutter describes as Begin’s 
dream of claiming ‘‘all of Palestine” as the ‘‘State of Israel’. To 
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term these ‘“‘Israeli’” steps as “creeping annexation’, as some 
friendly analysts have done, is an understatement. It is forcible 
occupation accompanied with colonisation by alien settlers. And 
the racist nature of that colonisation makes it the worst crime 
under international law and morality and flagrant contravention of 
the Carter as well as decisions of the UN. 


It is in this context that the Arab League Foreign Ministers 
decided to seek the UN Assembly’s condemnation of “Israel's” 
policy of establishing settlements in the occupied Arab lands. The 
league, in a resolution adopted unanimously, referred to the 
“deteriorating situation in the Middle East as a result of continued 
zionist occupation of Arab lands and the escalation of zionist 
violations and practices that obstruct peace efforts in the Middle 
East’. 


If past experience is any guide, one can easily conclude that 
a mere condemnation, however strongly worded, will not compel 
the intransigent zionists to withdraw their forces from occupied 
lands or desist from building new settlements. The ‘Israelis’ 
flouted, without facing any punitive action, the resolution of the 
General Assmbly which was adopted on November 24, 1976, with 
a majority of 108 votes. The resolution endorsed the 
recommendations of the United Nation’s 20-member Committee 
on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian 
people. The resolution called upon “‘Israel’’ to evacuate, by. June 
1, 1977, from occupied territories which were to be taken over by 
the UN for handing them over to the Palestine Liberation 
Organisation (PLO). 


The “‘Israeli’’ authorities, instead of acting in accordance with 
the above resolution, consolidated their hold on the occupied 
territories and embarked on building a ‘‘greater Israel’. 
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In the circumstances, the Arab Foreign Ministers in their 
Cairo meeting adopted what can be called a programme of action. 
They called upon member-states of the United Nations, who are, 
by virtue of their membership of the world organisation, committed 
to the Charter of the UN, to stop giving military and economic aid 
to “‘Israel’’. This is the minimum they could do in view of the 
gravity of the situation. 


The Foreign Ministers also decided to coordinate their move 
at the UN with the Non-aligned and Islamic group of nations. 
These nations on many an occasion, expressed themselves in 
favour of total and unconditional ‘‘Israeli’”’ withdrawal from all the 
occupied territories and the recognition of the inalienable rights of 
the Arab people of Palestine including their right to return to their 
national home and their right to exercise self-determination, 

It can safely be predicted that all the Non-aligned 
and Islamic countries who generally belong to the Third 
World will receive the Arab Foreign Ministers in New York 
with an open heart as they have done before. The socialist 
countries, for their part, will support the call of the Arab Foreign 
Ministers as a matter of principle — the principle of extending full 
backing to national liberation movements. That gives the Arab 
League an overwhelming majority in the General Assembly in 
favour Of its initiative. The minority but powerful opposition will be 
led by the United States, the main prop of the zionist aggressors, 
on whose military and economic aid survives the entity called 
‘Israel’, and with whose overt and covert connivance Begin 
indulges in day-dreaming of building an “‘Israeli” utopia on “all of 
Palestine’, and even extending it up to the “‘Nile and Euphrates”. 


However, we do not expect that the battle of Palestine will be 
won in New York on the floor of the UN General Assembly. But, 
we certainly want to see a trial of strength between the sinner and 
the sinned against, between deception and genuine camaraderie 
so that the real enemy along with his accomplices can be pinned 


down. 
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Attempt to Reverse World Verdict 


The United States and “Israel” announced on October 5, 
1977 their “tentative agreement’ to reconvene Geneva Middle- 
East Conference. The announcement came after six hours of 
discussions between Jimmy Carter and Moshe Dayan. In the 
course of their talks Carter and Dayan hammered out a “working 
paper’ containing the formula for reconvening the conference. 
The same day copies of the working paper were passed on to 
some Arab countries. 


Accordina to a ioint US-“Israel’” statement the working naper 
was based on the Security Council resolutions 242 and 338, and 
was not in any way related to US.-Soviet declaration of October 1, 
1977 in which the Co-Chairmen of the Geneva Conference called 
for resumption of the Middle-East talks by December that vear. 
The United States, for its part, made it clear that the “acceptance 
of the Co-Chairmen declaration by the parties is not a prereaulisite 
for reconvening and conducting the Geneva Conference”. 


The US-USSR declaration, inter alia, stressed the need for 
guaranteeing the “legitimate rights of the Palestinians”. Earlier in 
his address to the 32nd session of the UN General Assembly 
President Carter had also referred to the ‘legitimate rights of the 
Palestinians”. 


The details of the Washington-Tel-Aviv working paper was 
not made public on the day it was announced. But according to 
U.S. officials, the Carter-Dayan formula provided for a unified 
Arab delegation, which would also include the Palestinian 
representatives. The U.S. officials also made it clear that the 
Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO) would not be invited to 
Geneva talks because it did not accept the Security Council 
resolution 242. The unified Arab delegation formula was in the air 
for quite some time. Now it became part of a working paper. 

It is worthwhile therefore, to trace the origin of the unified or 
joint Arab delegation idea. It was General Ariel Sharon, the 
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superhawk Agriculture Minister of the zionist entity and the 
architect of the project of settling two million zionist in the 
occupied Arab territories, who first floated this idea. On the eve of 
the last “Israel” elections General Sharon, addressing a press 
conference in Washington, said: 

“It’s going to be a long process towards peace. First. We 
must start talking. | would prefer talking with moderate 
Palestinians who live on the West Bank. But | am willing to talk 
with anyone, with Palestinians, with the PLO (Palestine Liberation 
Organisation), with a unified Arab delegation’. The proceedinas of 
this press conference are now being resurrected for obvious 
reasons from the morgue of various newsrooms of Washinaton 
(Herald Tribune, Sept. 17, 1977) Press. Carter Administration put 
on it a Super-power stamp, explaining that known leaders of the 
PLO should not be included in such unified Arab delegation The 
West Bank mayors might profitably represent the Palestinians, the 
Administration officials argued. In less than a week's time since 
the US-USSR declaration was made, Carter found it expedient to 
sign another formula with Dayan which ruled out the possibility of 
PLO participation in the Geneva talks. Whether the Carter-Dayan 
formula is in conformity with the US-USSR declaration or not is up 
to the declarants to determine. But Carter made U.S. position 
clearer by categorically stating that the PLO would not be allowed 
to represent the Palestinians in the Geneva conference. 

This was not unexpected in view of the fact that the Egyptian 
ruling quarters went out of their way to give concessions. In their 
eagerness to reach a settlement at any cost they even went fo the 
extent of discussing with the enemy their guarded secrets which 
were connected with their diplomatic, political and military options. 
The enemy took full advantage of the situation. Moshe Dayan, 
after a few days of mysterious movement in Europe and 
elsewhere, returned home, conferred with his service chiefs and 
head of the external intelligence network ‘Mossad’ before 
resuming his journey to Washington. And in the wake of this 
drama, ‘‘Israeli” armed forces mounted full-scale invasion aaainst 
Lebanon and Palestinain resistance movement. 


However, these events are only peripheral matters. The fact 
remains that the Arab revolution in general and the Palestine 
resistance movement in particular could not be won over or 
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‘quidated by all these carrot and stick tactics. On the question of 
a fatter: connected with the Geneva Conference bs 
defeatist Sadat regime, the “Israeli” warlords and their wile is 
patrons all have failed to bring the resistance movement into ee 
The latest Carter-Dayan formula is but an expression O 
desparately groping in the dark on the part of U.S. Administration. 
Its hitherto non-committal statements could not confuse the 
issues. That was why it had to cast off its mask and embark on 
reverse course. The PLO which was recognised by the world 
public opinion, as reflected in the resolutions of the UN and other 
international bodies as the sole legitimate representative of the 
Palestinian people, had to be denied the right to represent the 
same people. The U.S. Administration chose to go against the 
consensus of international opinion because the interests of 
“Israeli” settler-colonialism and U.S. imperialism were found to be 
complementary. 

As for the substantive issues, the situation does not seem to 
be any different either. Although the expression ‘legitimate rights 
of Palestinians’ sounds quite lofty, its hollowness becomes 
evident when put to acid test. The legitimate rights of the 
Palestinian people include their right to national self- 
determination, their right to safe return to theif motherland and live 
there as a people. These rights come in clash with the privileges 
of the colonial settlers who have usurped the homeland of the 
Palestinians and denied them these “legitimate rights”. 
Guaranteeing these rights to the people of Palestine will be 
meaningful only if their sovereign right as a people is guaranteed. 
There is no indication that the U.S. Administration is willing to 
guarantee these legitimate rights to the Palestinians. 


The fulfillment of the legitimate rights of the Palestinian 
people requires the establishment in Palestine of a progressive, 
democratic state in accordance with the wishes of the Arab people 
of Palestine. The wishes of alien settlers and their patroris do hot 
enjoy the legitimacy to be taken cognizance:of. Those who do not 
accept this position but talk about the “legitimate rights of 
Palestinians”, seek in vain to deceive the Palestinians and the 
world public opinion as a whole. 
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So, all formulas that are being drawn up on the basis of such 
deception will meet fate they deserve. The basic content of 
Palestinian revolution, which is a part of the Arab revolution, 
remains unchanged whatever the circumstances. Only the task of 
the revolution becomes harder or easier depending on the nature 
of the enemy’s strategic and"tactical moves. 


The Working Paper That Won’t Work 


During the first World War Anglo-French diplomacy of 
deception resulted in fragmentation of Arab homeland and 
change of masters of these fragmerited political entities. About six 
decades have elapsed since then and the world has undergone 
fundamental chanaes in respect to balance of forces, but the 
nature of diplomacy of imperialist powers has remained unaffec- 
ted. The British colonial power at that time held out one promise 
after another to the freedom-loving Arabs only to break these 
promises behind their back. The United States of America today is 
playing the same role to achieve similar ends: to divide the Arab 
ranks so as to keep them permanently under its hegemony, either 
directly or through its cultivated agents, namely, the zionists. Here 
is an example: 


During their recent visits to Washington Begin and Dayan 
held cordial talks with US President Jimmy Carter, Secretary of 
State Cyrus Vance, and a number of Congressional leaders who 
assured them of continued US military and economic aid 
amounting to about $3 billion per annum. The US Administration 
also made it clear that Washington’s commitment to see to it that 
“Israel” remained strong, was not only total but also 
unconditional. 


After getting these and other undisclosed assurances Moshe 
Dayan, in connivance with Cyrus Vance and with the blessings of 
Jimmy Carter, dished out the so-called working paper for 
reconvening the Geneva Conference. Rumours have it that some 
other documents pertaining to the issue had also been signed by 
the US and “Israeli” officials during the six-hour-long meetinc 
between Carter and Dayan in the US capital on October 5. The 
rumours were however dutifully denied by both parties. But the 
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“Israeli” Cabinet which did not appear to be very happy over the 
contents of the working paper initially, approved the same 
document without reservation after hearing Begin and Dayan. 


The working paper as reported by the Economist, October 
15, 1977 suggested, inter alia, the following five points: 


1. The Arab countries will be represented at the opening 
session of the Geneva Conference by a joint delegation including 
Palestinian Arabs, who will come from the West Bank or the Gaza 
Strip. 


2. The conference will then divide up into bilateral working 
groups, “Israel” on one side, Egypt and others on the other, to 
negotiate peace treaties. 


3. A multilateral group will discuss problems relating to the 
West Bank and Gaza Strip. 


4. Another multilateral group, including the Palestinians. will 
discuss refugee issues — ‘‘Arab and Jewish”. 


5. The discussions will be based on the agenda laid down in 
Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338. Any changes must be 
approved by all parties. 


The working paper in effect has incorporated in it all the 
demands of the Begin government. It has excluded from the joint 
Arab delegation the Arabs of that part of Palestine which was 
occupied by the zionists in 1948. By doing so, the crux of the 
whole Arab-zionist conflict, namely, the usurpation of a part of 
Palestine by the zionists in 1948, has been completely ignored. 
Although the question of the structure of the delegation is a 
procedural matter, a very serious substantive issue has been 
introduced in it in the garb of a simple procedure. The acceptance 
by the Arabs of this contention of the working paper will be 
tantamount to compromising the Arab Palestinian people’s right to 
national self-detérmination, and therefore, sacrificing the cause of 
the Palestine Revolution. This is what the “Israeli” government 
stands for and this is what the imperialists have been striving to 
achieve since the past 30 years. Such a mischievous objective 
has been given a procedural sugarcoating. 


The question of usurpation of Palestine by alien zionist 
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colonial settlers has been left out of the purview of Geneva talks. 
As the above third point of the working paper predetermines. the 
parties “will discuss problems relating to the West Bank and Gaza 
Strip. As if Palestine never existed on the map of the globe and no 
dispute existed before the zionist occupation in 1967 of the West 
Bank and Gaza Strip. As a matter of fact there is nothing to discuss 
about the West Bank and Gaza Strip which were occupied in 1967 and 
from where the zionist aggressors were asked by the Security 
Council as well as General Assembly to withdraw. It is a matter of 
compliance of the Council Resolution 242 by the zionists; no room 
for holding discussions on the subject which is not disputable. The 
question of discussing the issue has been included in the working 
paper only to make the issue of withdrawal from occupied areas a 
matter of dispute accord some respectability to the unlawful and 
preposterous zionist claim of liberating the territories which are 
not their. Here the working paper shamelessly becomes an 
apology for Begin’s theory of force, which in turn is nothina but 
Hitlerism without Hitler. 


Point five of the working paper calls for holding “discussions” 
based on the agenda laid down in Security Council Resolutions 
242 and 338. Resolution 242 of November 22, 1967 inter alia 
called for “withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories 
occupied in the recent conflict”. Resolution 338 of October 21, 
1973, was summarised as under: 


The Security Council: 


1. Calls upon the parties to the present fighting to cease all 
firing and terminate all military activity immediately, no later than 
twelve hours after the moment of the adoption of this decision, in 
the position they now occupy. 


2. Calls upon the parties concerned to start immediately after 
ceasefire the implementation of Security Council Resolution 242 
in all of its parts. 


3. Decides that immediately and concurrently with the 
ceasefire, negotiations will start between the parties concerned 
under appropriate auspices aimed at establishing a just and 
durable peace in the Middle East. 


Despite all its ‘gaps’, ‘omissions’ ‘ambiguities’ point 2 of 
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Resolution 338 as quoted above, unequivocally calls for the 
‘implementation’ of Council Resolution 242 which, for its oart, 


asks for ‘withdrawal from territories occupied’. So, there is no 
scope for holding ‘discussion’ on the subject under these 


resolutions. Point 3 of the resolution calls for holding ‘negotiations’ 
for establishing ‘a just and durable peace’ which means that 
discussions will take place only for drafting final peace settlement 
following the implementation of the obligations placed on the 
parties by Resolution 242. And the first and formost obligation has 
been placed on the “Israeli” aggressor to evacuate from occupied 
territories. The Carter-Dayan working paper has cleverly and 
conveniently turned this clear instruction of the Council into points 
of debate or ‘agenda’ for discussion. It is well-known fact that these 
Security Council resolutions could never inspire confidence in the 
minds of the Arabs. And Washington for its part never missed an 
opportunity to lecture on others to ‘accept’ these resolutiqns. Even 
then attempts have been made in the working paper to further 
dilute and in effect cripple these otherwise inadequate resolutions. 


Another example of this attempt is the introduction of a new 
element in the working paper, that is, the question of ‘Jewish 
refugees’. Menachem Begin in one of his hate campaigns against 
the Arabs spoke about ‘Jewish refugees from Arab lands’. That 
slander has been included in a formal working paper. Without 
going into the circumstances in which some Oriental Jews left for 
“Israel” one may easily point out that these victims of zionist 
propaganda are free to return to their fatherland. But the zionists 
do not allow Palestinians to return to their land of birth. Are the two 
circumstances comparable? Moreover, the two Council 
resolutions on which discussions are to be based, nowhere 
mentioned this imaginary factor. To include this factor into the 
working paper is but a very wicked attempt at forestalling the UN 
General Assembly’s call'for enabling the Palestinians to exercise 
their right to return to their homeland. 


Worst still is the position that the aggressor has been 
conceded the right to dictate terms of a peace conference. If not 
for anything else only on this count the Arabs should refuse to 
discuss the working paper which is in effect Begin’s own_terms for 
talks. That refusal would reflect the consensus of opinion in the 
Arab homeland. 
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There is no denying the fact that an Arab regime has been 
overtaken by defeatism. But that is not the main current of Arab 
revolution. The will to struggle until final victory still dominates the 
Arab mind. The objective conditions are also favourable for the 
victory of the forces of liberation. In these circumstances the 
defeatist trend will prove to be only a ripple as against the 
revolutionary wave. Carter-Dayan working paper will, therefore, 
remain as a piece of paper; it will not work. And up is 
Washington’s cleverly manoeuvred game of deceiving the 
Arabs through contradictory statements, declarations and 
formulas. 

It really did not work. The working paper worked out by Carter 


and Dayan was given a silent burial as the euphoria about the 
chances of reconvening Geneva M-E conference by 1977 
receded. The reason for this disappointment is not far to seek. 
The managers of Geneva drama attempted to stage Hamlet 
without the Prince of Denmark! The attempt was predestined to 
flop. In the circumstances, the US Administration showed another 
hand. 


Defence Treaty for Direct Intervention! 


The Carter Administration, following the sad demise of 
October 5 (1977) formula, adopted an old carrot-and-stick policy. 
It was holding carrot for ‘‘Israel’’, while brandishing stick against: 


the Arabs. 
Secretary of State Cyrus Vance offered to conclude a 


defence treaty with “Israel” as part of a Middle-East settlement. 
According to a report of the ‘US News and World Report”’ 
magazine, as quoted by news agencies on October 31, 1977, Mr. 
Vance said that the United States would be “prepared to consider 
the question of guarantees of any peace agreement’’, and the 
proposed defence treaty would, therefore, be one such guarantee 

By this proposal Mr. Vance introduces a very dangerous 


element into the whole issue. Defence treaty between ‘‘Israel’’ 
and the US will directly bring the former under the umbrella of 
Pentagon. Which means that in the event of any future war 
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triggered by “‘Israel’’, the United States will commit its military 
forces, equipped with nuclear arsenal, to the battleground as a 
‘treaty obligation”. Thus the US will get a golden opportunity to 
punish any non-conformist country in area by using “Israel” as 
an agent provocateur. And the zionist entity will only be too glad to 
do the dirty job for its protectors. 


Mr. Vance’s proposal will, therefore enable the US to make 
its military presence in the area not only felt but also understood, 
as did the multilateral pacts of the fifties imposed by Eisenhower 
Administration. The treaty will not guarantee peace; rather it will 
only endanger the peace in the region as it will encourage ‘‘Israel”’ 
to be more aggressive and intransigent. 


Secretary Vance’s proposal is worse than the idea of 
“international guarantee’”’ which has been mooted from time to 
time since the June war of 1967. The US under a bilateral treaty 
will be free to interpret events and act accordingly without 
subjecting itself to the opinion of others including the United 
Nations. If President Nixon’s global alert of October 25, 1973, is any 
guide, no peace-loving nation in the world will concede such an 
unlimited freedom of action to Washington in the matter of war 
and peace. 


However, it is not without significance that Cyrus Vance’s 
proposal to conclude defence treaty with Tel-Aviv has been made 
public at a time when “Israel” stood completely isolated at the 
United Nations. The General Assembly on October 29 1977, 
condemned the zionist entity for building racist ghettos in the 
occupied Arab territories. Of the 149 members of the Assembly 
none but “‘Israel’’ alone voted against. Even the staunch. backers 
of the zionist entity preferred abstaining; the US delegate who 
abstained along with six others, had to declare in the prevailing 
mood of the Assembly his government’s support for the spirit of 
the resolution. That made ‘“‘Israeli” isolation on the question of 
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building illegal settlements in the West Bank, Gaza Strip and other 
occupied territories universal and total. In the circumstances, a 
disheartened “‘Israel’’ needed a shot in the arm and Mr. Cyrus 
Vance has provided just that shot by his defence treaty proposal. 


As for the Arabs, the Vance proposal represents consistency 
of US stand towards the zionist entity. The unqualified support 
that was extended by Washington to Balfour Declaration of 
November 2, 1917, made that notorious private letter from a 
British civilian to a zionist tycoon (Rothschild) something like a 
war-time commitment of victorious powers. The _ increasing 
immigration of alien zionists into Palestine, long before. Adolf 
Hitler’s ascendency to power, and the breakout of the Second 
World War, was encouraged by the successive US 
Administrations. And finally, the UN General Assembly could be 
bullied into passing the resolution for partition of Palestine on 
November 29, 1947, only by direct US interference in the matter. 


The history of the subsequent 30 years of existence of 
“Israel” as a political entity is the history of direct US armed 
intervention in the Middle-East on behalf of that entity. Now, by 
concluding a defence treaty with Tel-Aviv the rulers in Washington 
want to have a more efficient leverage in escalating this policy of 
intervention. And precisely for this consistent interventionist policy 
of US the contemporary Arab revolution in general and the 
Palestine revolution in particular have taken the firm revolutionary 
stands against imperialism and its schemings. 


So, any US move to bring “Israel” directly under its own 
defence system, either in the name of providing that entity with 
adequate guarantee for security or under any other pretext, will 
only enjoin upon the Arabs including the Palestinians the task of 
further intensifying their anti-imperialist struggle which they are 


doing courageously and assiduously. That is why despite all their 
efforts the imperialists have failed to achieve their objectives in the 
area conclusively. 


Discard Me When My Enemies Praise Me 


The zionist leader Menachem Begin said in May, 1977, after 
his election victory, that he was prepared to talk peace with 
leaders of Egypt, Syria, Jordan and Lebanon “anywhere, either 
here in Israel or in Washington or in Geneva’. According to him, 
the whole of Palestine ‘“‘has been liberated during the war of 1967 
“and the question of pulling out of the West Bank and Gaza Strip 
does not arise’. He, however, wanted to discuss with the 
concemed Arab leaders the issues involving their countries and 
‘Israel’ for a final ‘‘peace settlement’. His apologists at that time 
termed him as a “‘legalist” who wanted to discuss peace only with 
the sovereign states -surrounding his country individually and 
separately. 


Begin’s open invitation to the rulers of these “‘sovereign Arab 
countries’’ to come over to ‘“‘Israel’’ or go to any other place to 
discuss peace on his terms did not evoke any response from his 
neighbours at that time. But on november 19, 1977, an important. 
Arab head of state who topped Begin’s open invitation list, 
accepted the invitation and went to occupied Jerusalem to 
address the Knesset. 


It may be recalled here that the zionist aggressive entity 
shifted its seat of government including the legislature from Tel- 
Aviv to Jerusalem after occupying the West Bank and other areas 
in the 1967 War. Neither the United Nations, nor any individual 
Arab country accepted this forcible change of status of Jerusalem. 
Some years ago when the “‘Israeli” authorities wanted to receive 
the UN Secretary-General in Jerusalem, waves of protest and 
resentment swept through Arab capitals. Besides, most countries 
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having diplomatic representation in “Israel” maintain their 
missions in Tel Aviv, and not in Jerusalem. 


In the circumstances, when the head of an Arab regime pays 
an official visit to occupied Jerusalem, as did Egypt’s Anwar al- 
Sadat, he betrays the bankruptcy of all sense of propriety in his 
mad race for reaching a defeatist settlement with the zionist 
enemy. However, there appears to be a method in his madness; 
not only that he accords recognition to the zionist entity planted on 
the usurped part of Palestine; he also accords recognition to the 
occupation by the enemy aggressors of the most vital sector of all 
occupied territories, mainly, Jerusalem. By doing so, he also 
assures the US President that being the head of the regime of the 
most populous Arab country, he and he alone can be counted 
upon for the implementation of all the imperialist machinations in 
the region. He salutes the Star of David unhesitatingly, he feels at 
home among the terrorist murderers in the “‘Israeli’’ Parliament, 
he audaciously walks into the holy mosque of Al-Aksa under the 
protective umbrella of the Mossad counter-intelligence network 
keeping thousands of protesting devotees locked out. The enemy 
showers praise on him and encourages him to take the journey to 
surrender, while his Arab compatriots denounce him as a traitor. 


In this connection, however, one has to bear in mind that 
Sadat’s ignominious journey to occupied Jerusalem was, as a 
matter of fact, a logical step taken by one who had long deviated 
from the path of struggle. He, however, once had captured the 
imagination of his people by fighting a ‘limited war’ for an 
unexplained ‘“‘limited purpose” and embarked on the course 
charted by his backers who gravely underestimated the strength 
of the forces of the genuine Arab revolution. As a result one 
counter-revolutionary scheming after another was foiled. Finally 
he was confronted by his backers with the options of either to hit 
out or to get out. He decided to hit out at the revolutionary camp as 
most people of his ilk did in history. Time distance 
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notwithstanding, one can aptly compare him with Mir Jaafar Ali 
Khan who as Commander-in-Chief in 1757 betrayed the ruler of 
Bengal, Siraj-ud-Doula, at the battlefield of Plassey. Mir Jaafar’s 
betrayal led to the victory of East India Company’s troops and 
heralded the beginning of British occupation of the Indian sub- 
continent and the whole South Asian region. 


This Mir Jaafar of Arabia has now called for a per-Geneva 
conference in Cairo to get his treachery endorsed. In his address 
to the Egyptian Parliament on November 26, 1977 he extended 
invitation to other Arab regimes to sit with “‘Israeli” leaders to 
discuss preparation for the Geneva Conference. While defending 
his surrender to the zionist enemy he could only argue that his visit 
to occupied Jerusalem would remove the “psychological barrier”’ 
between parties in the conflict. He could not even demonstrate the 
courage of his conviction to say that as he was at the beck and call 
of the US imperialists, he had no other alternative but to act in 
pursuance of President Carter’s Clinton formula. (It may be 
recalled that in his speech at Clinton, Mass., on March 16, 
President Carter set recognition of “‘Israel’’ by the Arabs as a pre- 
condition to Geneva conference. He further tried to glorify his 
ignominious journey to the enemy headquarters as an extension 
of October War spirit. If October War meant anything to him, he 
would have liked to see the enemy come to him. One need not be 
a Grotius to establish that it is the vanquished who goes to the 
victor, and not the other way round. He went to surrender at the 
feet of his masters Arab dignity, Palestinian national aspirations 
and Arab people’s will to resist. And as ts usually the case, he 
returned empty handed. Now, by indulging in sheer insinuation 
and falsehood he wants to quell the Arab people’s revolt against 
his go-it-alone policy which only serves the interests of the enemy 
of the Arab masses. 

Mr. Anwar al-Sadat has shown all his cards. On the eve of 
his trip, the imperialist and zionist press built up a campaign to 
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convince the world that something spectacular would be the 
outcome of Sadat’s visit. And only hours after the Egyptian ruler’s 
plane had landed at the Ben Gurion Airport in the occupied 
territory, Begin made it known that he wanted to discuss with his 
Arab guest matters relating to ‘‘agriculture, power generation, 
electronic installations in Sinai’’, ‘‘not war and peace or territorial 
adjustments”. Moshe Dayan, for his part categorically stated on 
November 25, 1977: ‘‘The question of according recognition to 
the Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO) does not arise at all’’ 


Independent analysts subsequently agreed that nothing 
substantial had been achieved during Sadat-Begin talks. Even 
Mr. Cyrus Vance on November 26 (1977) could not be more 
optimistic; he said substantive issues were yet to be resolved. As 
a face-saving measure Sadat reportedly offered to sign a third 
disengagement pact — an extension of Dr. Henry Kissinger’s 
step-by-step diplomacy. These matters could have been 
discussed, if at all, at official level or Ministerial level at a third 
country without bringing the Arab nation to utter disgrace as has 
been done by Sadat. 


Not that Anwar Sadat does not know the implication of what 
he has been doing. He knows it and knows it well. He has been 
waiting for years to reverse the historic Khartoum decision of the 
Arab Summit Conference of 1967: ‘‘No Recongition, No 
Negotiation, No Reconciliation” His ‘moment of decision’ to 
surrender to the enemy came when world public opinion was in 
favour of the Arab cause, when world liberation movements 
unequivocally stood by the side of Palestine revolution and when 
zionism was universally condemned as despicable racism. At the 
United Nations the zionist aggressors stood completely isolated. 
The Third World countries, in the face of tremendous pressures 
from imperialist quarters, identified themselves with the Arab 
cause in general and Palestinian cause in particular. The strategic 
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alliance of the Arab revolution and the Socialist world was steadily 
gaining in strength. Even in the Western world Arab case was 
being understood in a much better way. And precisely at this hour, 
he acted against the Arab consensus of opinion as expressed in 
the three glorious Khartoum “Noes”. Though he failed to carry the 
Arab masses with him, he did succeed in creating confusion and 
generating a crisis of confidence among the friends of the Arabs. 
By doing so he also identified himself unmistakably with the 
enemies of the Arab revolution as well as world revolution. 

It is however a welcome development in that the Trojan horse 
has been pinned down before the zero hour. The Arab 
revolutionary forces are now in a safer position to draw the 
dividing line between themselves and their enemies. Their battle 
will now be more arduous, no doubt; but their ultimate victory will 
be more rewarding and convincing. 


“Discard me when my enemies praise me’’. This was stated 
by an illustrious leader of the Indian subcontinent in 1937. So 
many years have passed since then; but his advice has remained 
as golden as ever. 

Anwar Sadat tried to explain away his much condemned visit 
to occupied Jerusalem as “trying to break the psychological 
barrier’ that ‘‘constitutes seventy-five per cent of the problems’’ 
between the Arabs and zionists. But only within a week of his 
Sadat declaration, the zionists reciprocated by announcing the 
establishment of two more illegal and racist settlements in the 
occupied Arab lands. This was expected of the zionists, because, 
their polity is based on racism and settler-colonialism. Whereas 
the Arabs want to see a democrtic Palestine where all the citizens, 
irrespective of their creed, will enjoy equal rights and privileges. 
The psychology from which these two concepts emanate 
represent two different world outlooks; one represents antiquated, 
unjust and aggressive outlook, the other represents modernism, 
humanism, egalitarianism and peaceful co-existence. 
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In the circumstance the psychological barrier between the 
Arabs and the zionists can be removed.only by. destroying the 
foundation on which the zionist polity rests. Instead, Sadat.tried to 
erect fresh props to sustain the psychological barrier which is 
manifested in racism and colonialism of zionism. In order not to 
allow Sadat to harbour any illusion about it, the zionists presented 
him with two additional ghettos in the occupied territories so that 
the message will not be lost even on a man of his intelligence. 


Sadat seems to have borrowed the expression ‘psychological 
barrier’ from the vocabulary of Dr. Henry Kissinger who, 
sacrificing his professorial wisdom at the altar of imperialist global 
interest, preached that if the Arabs and zionists could get to know 
each other outside the battle arena, the psychological barrier that 
separated them would gradually break down. Sadat fell for this 
idea for reasons best known to him. The bankruptcy of this 
concept became evident when, despite two disengagement pacts 
signed between Cairo and Tel Aviv under US auspices and in 
spite of several direct secret contacts between certain Arab 
quarters and the “‘Israeli’’ emissaries, the racist and aggressive 
psychosis of the zionists found expression in the victory of Likud in 
‘Israeli’ elections and in the legalisation of illegal zionist 
settlements all over occupied Arab territories by the Government 
of Menachem Begin, the arch terrorist murderer and an ardent 
advocate of racial discrimination. Sadat has only broken the 
psychological barrier between himself and these people and 
made himself an alien to Arab mind. 


For his part, Dr. Kissinger, either wilfully or by human error, 
failed to point out the distinction of contacts on man-to-man leve. 
between an Arab and a Jew, which may break ‘psychological 
barrier’, if any. But, the barrier that separates a zionist and an 
Arab revolutionary is as unbreakable as the distinction between 
the psychology of a fascist and a humanist. But, for Sadat this 
distinction is too thin to be seen. 
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Sadat identified himself with US thinking so deeply that his 
vision became completely blurred and when he thought that he 
was trying to remove the barrier, he was in effect erecting the 
barrier against Arab interest, against Palestinian cause, and 
ultimately against himself. 


Carter-Sadat-Begin Axis Is Not Invincible 


The axis that has been built up by Carter, Sadat and Begin for 
concluding a kind of peace settlement in the Middle East, 
sometime shows signs of strain. This is due to tne fact that they 
have, among themselves, canflict of interests which becomes 
insurmountable in the face of stiff opposition from without. With a 
view to overcoming these predicaments the US policy-makers 
spell out some basic rules of the game periodically. During the 
post-November 19 (1977) period when Sadat played his last card, 
President Carter felt obliged to do something more tangible — at 
least in appearance. He, along with Secretary of State Vance, 
publicaly aired the following points: 


(a) Arab and ‘Israeli’ leaders should discuss their differences 
among themselves; 


(b) The Arab States shall have to recognise ‘‘Israel’s”’ right 
to exist; and 


(c) The Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO) shall be 
excluded from the peace process. 


In the meantime the new zionist Prime Minister, Menachem 
Begin, put forward his conditions for what he called peace with 
Arab countries bordering the zionist entity. He said: 


a. “Israel’”’ wants to conclude separate peace treaties with 
Egypt, Syria, Jordan and “if need be with Lebanon”. 


b. If the Arabs. find it difficult to go to Geneva without the 
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PLO, some other venue may be decided upon for holding talks 
without PLO presence. And these talks may be conducted under. 
US mediation. 


Subsequent events proved that Anwar Sadat, had been 
working on some well-prepared plans drawn up on the basis of 
US and ‘“‘Israeli’’ conditions. For example: 


a. He went to occupied Jerusalem on a “state visit”, which 
signified Egypt's recognition of “Israel”. 


b.He held talks with “Israeli” leaders and announced his 


intention to conclude peace with the zionist entity separately, “‘if 
other concerned Arab countries stay out”. 


c. He accepted the idea that the Palestinian resistance 
would not represent the Palestinians in peace talks. He would 
rather have certain teachers of Palestinian origin working in the 
United States or some West Bank mayors to represent the 
Palestinian people in any future negotiations. 


d. Cairo should be the venue of follow-up talks. 


At the same time, Cyrus Vance said recently that Geneva 
conference was no longer “‘a priority” in US Middle East policy. 
Geneva, therefore, was being by-passed as desired by Begin. 


Begin wanted the US to mediate and so did the White House. 
The following are eloquent evidences of such mediation: 


a. When the Arab countries almost universally disapproved 
of Sadat’s decision to visit ‘‘Israel’’, Carter personally talked to 
prominent Arab heads of states urging them “‘not to create 
difficulties” for the Egyptian ruler. On the other hand, according to 
Sadat’s own admission, Carter knew beforehand that the 
Egyptian ruler was going to visit Begin in occupied Jerusalem. 


b. When none of the Arab governments favourably 
responded to Sadat’s invitation for Cairo talks, Carter held out 
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what could be termed as veiled threats and asked the unwilling 
invitees not to be obstinate. His ultimatum was subsequently 
communicated personally by Cyrus Vance to these countries 
during his trip to the area. Vance also tried to prevail upon some 
effective Arab quarters, who in their turn were to persuade the 
non-conformists to conform. 


All these measures add up to a well-set scenario: Carter- 
Sadat-Begin axis is bent upon implementing the grand imperialist- 
zionist-reactionary scheming designed to divide and destroy the 
Arab resistance movement in general and the Palestinian 
resistance in particular, and then present them with another fait 
accompli. The following preparatory steps appear to have been 
taken after the October War of 1973, for the implementation of the 
scheming: 


a. Disengagement pacts were signed between Egypt and 
‘Israel’. 


b. Campaigns for the liquidation of Palestinian resistance 
and Lebanese patriotic forces were jointly launched by the 
Lebanese rightists and the zionists, with the active support of the 
U.S. imperialists. 


c. Narrow Egyptian chauvinism was whipped up among 
distressed people of the most populous Arab country with a view to 
isolating them from the main current of Arab revolutionary 
thinking. 


d. Amassive disinformation campaign was launched among 
the Egyptian people by the debased press and other captive mass 
media organs to the effect that milk and honey would flow once 
the country deviated from the path of struggle against imperialism 
and zionism. 


e. Defence preparedness of Egypt was maintained at the 
lowest level and soufces of supply of arms and ammunition were 
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allowed to dry up so that defeatism set in among the armed 
forces. 


f. In name of liberalising the economy, the unbridled horse of 
profit and plunder was let loose. The exploiting class consolidated 
its position through this so-called liberal economic system and 
developed an irresistible urge for becoming the junior partners of 
imperialist finance capital. This class was easily lured to make a 
common cause with imperialism, zionism and reaction. 


The ignominious journey to surrender to the enemy on 
November 19 (1977) and subsequently steps undertaken by 
Sadat resulted from these preparatory measures. 


However, this is a temporary set-back for the Arab 
revolutionary movement. The set-back has been caused by the 
treachery of a section of persons at the helm of affairs at a given 
historical phase. Neither the betrayers of struggle nor the negative 
phase of a struggle determine the ultimate outcome of struggle. 
The masses who will finally shape the course of history have 
convincingly expressed their disdain for the betrayers and their 
social and political backers. Sell-out to the enemy cannot bring 
about peace. And the opium of false hopes cannot keep the 
people in slumber for ever. 


These are, however, truism which can be translated into 
reality only by conscious action of the revolutionary leadership of 
the people. The Arab nation as a whole has a strong 
determination to fight to the last. A section of the leadership has 
remained steadfast to the path of struggle. This militant section 
will grow in strength as the bankruptcy of the policy of surrender 
will unfold itself more and more with the passage of time. And 
finally the revolutionary current will reign supreme. Contemporary 
history of national liberation movements in Asia and Africa bears 
testimony to this optimism. 
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Begin Plan for Legalising Aggression. 


Despite Cyrus Vance’s intensive efforts to muster support for 
Anwar Sadat’s Cairo Conference, all seats except those of 
“Israel” and U.S. remained vacant at the Mina House Hotel 
conference room on December 14, 1977. 


The United Nations Secretary-General’s representative 
attended the conference as an observer. After ritualistic opening 
speeches, the session went into recess, presumably because, it 
found nothing to talk about. 


The only notable event that took place in Cairo during the so- 
called “first phase” of the talks was the removal of Palestinian flag 
from the Mina House premises. This event was indicative of the 
kind of “settlement” that was in the offing. To follow it up, 
President Carter, in an extra-ordinary outburst of suppressed 
antipathy towards the Palestinians, held the PLO responsible for 
all the Middle East ills. Although some of his apologists tried to 
defend the Carter outrage against the PLO as a “shock 
treatment’, they failed to justify US insistence on imposing a 
solution on the unwilling Arabs including the Palestinians. 


As for Sadat he stands totally isolated so far as: the Arab 
public opinion is concerned. Being aware of the extent of his 
isolation, Sadat is growingly becoming desperate and unnerved. 
In his recent interviews with Arab and international news media he 
used expressions like “I don’t care”, “I shall teacn them a lesson”, 
when interviewers drew his attention to his isolation in the Arab 
homeland and the world outside. He went out of his wits when he 
found that at the United Nations, the countries of Asia, Africa and 
Latin America, along with the Socialist one-third of the world, 
ignored his so-called “peace initiative”, called for restoring to the 
Arab people of Palestine their right to self-determination and 
decided to observe November 29 each year as a day of solidarity 


144 


with the people of Palestine. On this day in 1947, it may be 
recalled, the UN was bullied by Truman Administration to adopting 
the partition of Palestine resolution. 


In the circumstances Sadat fell back upon President Carter 
and Premier Begin to help him out. In an interview with BBC he 
virtually admitted the bankruptcy of his “initiative” when he said 
that if his present initiative failed, there would be “others” 


And “other” initiative did come, this time from Menachem 
Begin, who went to Washington stealing the limelight off Cairo 
conference. After his talks with President Carter, Begin came out 
with what was described as a “comprehensive peace plan”. The 
main feature of Begin plan which he himself disclosed is as follows: 

1. No withdrawal from Sharm al-Sheikh in the Sinai. 

2. No withdrawal from Golan Heights. 

3. No withdrawal from the West Bank and Gaza Strip. 


However, the fertile Begin brain has invented a new 
relationship for West Bank. This relationship may be summed up 
as under: 


a. ‘Israel’ will maintain its military presence along the West 
Bank of the river Jordan. 

b. “Israel” will exercise sovereignty over the whole of 
Palestine including the West Bank and Gaza Strip. 

c. The Arabs of the West Bank and Gaza Strip will be granted 
“self-rule” or limited autonomy within the “State of Israel”. 

d. Zionist settlements will continue to be established in West 
Bank, Gaza Strip and other occupied territories. 

e. Jerusalem partition will be undone and the capital of “Israel” 
will be maintained in undivided Jerusalem. 


This is the kind of “comprehensive peace plan’ which Mr. 
Carter termed as “satisfactory” and a ‘“‘fair basis” for settlement. 
Any student of contemporary history of Arab-Israeli conflict will 
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however find that the Begin plan is much worse than those 
mooted during the last ten years and which were rejected by the 
Arabs as totally unacceptable. The Johnson formula of June 19, 
1967, the Security Council resolution 242 of November 22, 1967, 
and Rogers plan of 1970 did not envisage “Israeli” sovereignty 
over the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Besides, the building of 
zionist settlements in the occupied territories was all through 
considered illegal by the United Nations and even by Mr. Carter 
himself. 


Begin, evidently, had in mind four major objectives when he 
drew up this plan. First, “Israel” as an occupying power will 
exercise the right to determine the future of the territories it has 
occupied. It will not “evacuate” as asked by the UN from territories 
which were grabbed during the wars of aggression; it will dole out 
some “concession” aS a generous victorious power to the 
inhabitants of conquered territories in the shape of “self-rule” for 
the Arabs in West Bank and Gaza Strip. And to the vanquished 
powers it wants to give away some territories that are not 
strategically important. Once ‘Israel’ establishes this status for 
itself, it will be able to renounce all obligations to implement UN 
resolutions with regard to occupied territories. 


Secondly, by strengthening its military position along the 
Jordan river, in Golan and in Sharm al-Sheikh, ‘Israel’ will gain 
both strategic and logistic superiority in the area in the event of 
any future flare-up. 


Thirdly, the zionist settlements will change the demographic 
structure of the West Bank and Gaza Strip so as to tum the Arab 
into a minority. And at an appropriate time the whole area will be 
integrated with the main body of “Israel” through the vote of 
zionist majority in the name of the will of the people. Thus what 
Begin proposes to give to the Arabs by the right hand today in the 
name of self-rule, will be taken away by his left hand tomorrow. It 
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will prove to be as meaningless as Carter’s plea for a “Palestinian 
homeland”. 


Lastly, Begin intends to achieve in the garb of peace what his 
predecessors failed to accomplish in the course of as many as 
five wars of aggression mounted successively in 1948, 1949, 
1956, 1967 and 1973. 


The Carter Administration, for its part, has been upholding, 
defending and bolstering these well-known zionist ‘objectives 
since the day of assuming power. As a matter of fact, every U.S. 
Administration of post-World War | era, beginning from Woodrow 
Wilson down to Gerald Ford, did everything in its power to 
maintain this time-old tradition. However, credit goes to his 
extraordinary zeal with he succeeded in winning over a 
certain Arab ruler of significance who became a willing partner in 
the game of executing the imperialist schemings in the area. This 
success made Carter really optimistic about achieving a world- 
shaking breakthrough in the otherwise stagnant Middle-East 
policy of the United States. 


His efforts did create genuine confusion in the Arab ranks for 
a temporary period. It will be an oversimplification of the issue to 
suggest that the surrender of an Anwar Sadat will not affect the 
course of Arab liberation movements. These adverse 
developments will certainly make the movement more difficult, 
arduous and protracted. These deviations represent the negative 
aspect in the movement at a particular phase which will die out in 
course of the unfolding of positive aspects of struggle. The 


foundation of these positive aspects have firmly been laid by the 
people in their unequivocal refusal to accept surrender-solutions 


even if agreed upon by Anwar Sadat or any other capitulationist 
coterie. 
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In the circumstances, it will be equally wrong to be 
overwhelmed by the negative features of the particular phase of 
the Arab liberation movement. A dialectical appraisal of the 
situation points to the overriding fact that being freed from the 
glamour of pyramidal egoists, the Arab resistance movement will 
now be in a better position to spread its roots among the people 
who will nurture and sustain it to overcome all reverse currents. The 
antagonistic contradictions that exist between the Arab people 
and their zionist and imperialist enemies will further deepen in 
political, economic, cultural and military fields even if one or two 
pacts are signed by one or two rulers at a particular historical 
moment. The process of resolving these contradictions cannot be 
fundamentally affected by such signing ceremonies. The process 
may be hastened or delayed by the Arab revolutioriaries 
themselves, depending on their ability to mobilising the masses 
for popular armed struggle with the immediate aim of rebuilding a 
progressive, democratic Palestine where all the Palestinians — 
Muslims, Christians and Jews — will live in peace and harmony, 
and liberating the lands occupied by the zionist aggressors. The 
Arab people have gained valuable experience in armed struggle 
during the last five decades. They also have as their-ally a number 
of steadfast, consistent and genuinely revolutionary regimes 
managing affairs at their base areas, which factor was absent 
during the earlier phases of the struggle to the great disadvantage 
of the fighters. 


In the prevalent objective conditions one can confidently 
proclaim to the world that the imperialists, zionists and 
reactionaries will not be able to bring about peace; it is the Arab 
revolutionary masses who are capable of ensuring a just and 
lasting peace in the area. This optimism stems, among other 
factors, from the absurdity of the enemy’s postulates. The Carter- 
Begin-Sadat debate over the Begin plan which had scornfully 
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been rejected by Arab regimes and masses, betrays one such 


absurdity. 
The Begin irritated Sadat; but there was not much that he 


could do about it except for shouting against the zionist 
settlements in Sinai. Begin, for his part, went one step further; he 


held out a threat (January 8, 1979) to withdraw his ‘“‘peace plan”, if 
Sadat did not hold his tongue. The Begin threat came in the wake 
of ‘‘Israeli’”” cabinet decision to ‘maintain, expand and further 
strenathen” these settlemtns. 


Begin dared put across the bargain counter his formula of 
legalising occupation, annexation, expansion and aggression only 
when he measured up an Anwar Sadat, who, by isolating: himself 
from the main current of Arab revolution and losing his power 
base thereby, lost all his effectiveness in political, diplomatic and 
military fields. That was why, when the time came after November 
19 (1977) — the day Sadat threw overboard all his weight as the 
President of the most populous as well as important Arab 
confrontation state with the zionist enemy — the arch terrorist 
boss Menachem Begin started holding Anwar al-Sadat in utter 
contempt. 


Sadat, for his part, was reciprocating Begin contempt by 
conceding more concessions. He declared in Cairo (January 8, 
1978) on return from a visit to Sudan that he agreed in principle 
with Carter’s thinking on the status of the West Bank and Gaza 
Strip. Mr. Carter categorically stated at that time that he was 
opposed to the establishment of a Palestinian state ‘‘in between 
Jordan and Israel’. He did not retract this statement. Instead, 
during his tri-continental tour he stopped over at Aswan on 
January 4 (1978) only to say: 
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‘There must be a resolution of the Palestinian problem in all 
its aspects. The resolution of the problem must recognise the 
legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and enable the 
Palestinians to participate in the determination of their own 
future’. 


Mr. Sadat who had earlier expressed his “‘disappointment”’ 
publicly at Carter’s ‘no Palestinian state’ pronouncement, now felt 
satisfied with Carter’s Aswan statement, possibly because, Mr. 


Carter provided the Egyptian ruler with the kind of face-saving 
phraseology the latter had been looking for. In his present mood 
of total surrender Sadat did not like to note that President 
Carter meticulously avoided pertinent expressions like ‘‘right to 


self-determination”’, ‘legitimate national rights’, ‘‘right to return to 

their homeland”. These expressions do not belong to the 
vocabulary of the Palestine Liberation Urganisation (PLO) whose 
name is an anathema to Carter-Sadat-Begin axis; these 
expressions have repeatedly been used by the United Nations 
General assembly in its various resolutions on Palestine and 
Palestinian people. 


When Mr. Carter spoke about “the Palestinian problem’, he 
had in mind the problem of individual Palestinians, not of the 
Palestinian people as a people. Or else he would not have taken 
‘shelter behind the smokescreen of a cumbersome expression like 
‘enable the Palestinians to participate in the determination of their 
own future’. Instead he would have used the term “self- 
determination” — a terminology used in Article | of the UN Charter 
— if he had the minimum of sincerity of purpose. 


Begin knew the mind of his patron better than any one else. 
After receiving a radio telephonic message directly from Mr. 


Carter, who was travelling to Paris from Aswn, the zionist Premier 
said that he had “no doubt whatsoever” that Mr. Carter still 
regarded the ‘‘lIsraeli’’ plan (limited administrative autonomy 
under Israeli sovereignty) for West Bank and Gaza Strip as a “fair 
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basis for negotiations”. Begin was also glad that Carter did not 
use the term ‘“‘self-determination’’. 


Begin loudly spelled out what Carter tried to hide. Said Begin: 
‘There cannot be any self-determination, as the term is 
understood under international law and practice. for the 
Palestinian Arabs. There is self-determination for the Arab people, 


expressed in the existence of 21 sovereign states’. 


But Sadat, who seems to be confusing illusion with reality, 
thinks that Carter’s concept of ‘‘self-rule” for the Palestinians of 
West Bank and Gaza Strip will eventually lead to “‘self- 
determination” in five years time. He is blissfully ignoring the 
influence of zionist lobby on US Administration as well as the 
impact of the presence of “‘Israeli’’ troops and the continued 
expansion of zionist settlements in West Bank and Gaza Strip. It is 
not without significance that when Sadat expressed his optimism 
about the development of self-rule into self-determination, Begin 
government authorised the setting up of four more settlements in 
the West Bank and decided to establish twenty new military 
outposts across the occupied territories. 


In the circumstances Begin’s self-rule formula and his policy 
with regard to occupied territories, will only lead to complete 
annexation by “‘Israel’’ of the West Bank and Gaza Strip and 
permanent occupation of most of other occupied territories, if the 
Arab revolutionary forces remain as silent spectators. The 
redeeming feature of the situation, however, is that these forces 
are not sitting on the fence; they have taken up position against 
Sadat’s policy of surrender as well as Carter Adminstration’s 
connivance with the crimes of Begin. They have also forged a 
pan-Arab front of resistance and confrontation on popular as well 
Official level. The impact of the emergence of this front has already 
beer brought to bear upon the Carter-Sadat-Begin axis which 
failed to impose an unjust solution of the Arab-zionist conflict on 
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the Arabs within the period stipulated in the Camp David ccords 
(December, 1978). As.a matter of fact. the euphoria that was built 
up during Sadat’s journey to occupied Jerusalem and on the eve 
of Begin’s return visit on Christmas day simply and quietly died 
down. This initial success of the forces of Arab resistance augurs 
well for their future victory in their just struggle for compelling the 
zionist aggressors to withdraw from all occupied and usurped 
Arab lands and for creating a unified, democratic and progressive 
Palestine in place of the present racist ghetto. 


No Bouquet for a Deserter 


Without indulging in |-told-you-so snobhery, we may, with all 
humility, point out that we had wamed Anwar Sadat of every 
Situation that had been developing since his treacherous journey 
to occupied Jerusalem. He did not listen to good counsel from 
other brotherly Arab leaders whom he called ‘‘dwarfs’’. But now to 
his utter disillusionment he discovered that it was he who had 
dwarfed himself in the eyes of the Arab people and people 
elsewhere. The contemptuous behaviour of Begin which 
apparently provoked the Egyptian ruler to recall his Foreign 
Minister (Jan. 18, 1978) from the so-called political committee 
meeting at occupied Jerusalem was the direct result of Sadat’s 
policy of surrender. The Egyptian ruler got what he deserved as a 
deserter from the Arab camp. A brave man is respected even by 
his enemy; but a weakling is only despised by all. 


Sadat should have known beforehand what was in store for 
him. The “Israelis” had made their position very clear during the 
military committee meetings held in Cairo (Jan. 10, 1978). They 
refused to withdraw from occupied Arab territories and proposed 
the following with regard ‘to Sinai: 
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a. Maintenance of zionist settlements in Sinai and determina- 
tion of their status. 


b. Maintenance of “‘Israeli’’ airfields in Sinai. 
c. Control over ‘“‘Isreli security measures’. 


d. Designation in Sinai ‘‘demilitarised zone, limited militarised 
zone and the buffer zone under UN forces”. 


e. Free waterways in the Tiran Straits, the southern entrance 
to the Gulf of Aqaba. 


f. Maintenance of an “‘Israeli” garrison at Sharm al-Sheikh, 
the southern tip of Sinai. 


g. From the rest of Sinai ‘‘Israeli’’ withdrawal is to be phased 
out in three to five years. 


Sadt, in his mood of total surrender, agreed to concede all the 
demands of the “Israelis”, at least in principle, except the 
maintenance of zionist settlements. His opposition to these 
settlements lost all force when he compromised Arab sovereignty 
over parts of Sinai. Understandably, zionist warlord Menachem 
Begin decided to mount hot pursuit of his retreating enemy until he 
surrendered completely and convincingly. That was why he 
turned a deaf ear to all entreaties of Sadat. 


Begin exasperated by his.own follies Sadat lamented in the 
Egyptian Parliament (Jan. 21, 1978) that “Il gave Begin 
everything, but he did not give me anything in return’. in the next 
breath he said that the doors of negotiation were not yet closed, 
which was in effect a clear message to-Washington leaders 
asking them to help him out of the impasse. Getting the message 
unmistakably Washington sent out invitation to Sadat and Begin 
for holding talks with President Carter so that their differences 
could be ironed out. 


President Carter unequivocally expressed himself in favour of 
Begin plan of no withdrawal from West Bank and Gaza Strip as 
well as Golan Heights. On the question of withdrawal from Sinai, 
Carter Administration pleaded for ‘‘adjustments”’ in the pre-1967 
borders between Egypt and “Israel” and strongly endorsed the 
zionist claim of ‘secure boundaries’’ which, translated into 
concrete terms, meant “Israeli” position with regard to 
‘demilitarised zones’, ‘limited militarised zones’, and ‘buffer zone 
under UN forces’. These zones would be carved out of Sinai at the 
expense of Arab sovereignty over Arab territory. Besides, it is the 
declared policy of the U.S. to make “Israel” militarily stronger. 


In the circumstances the only conclusion that can be drawn 
from Sadat’s lamentation is that he intends to make more 
concessions to the zionist enemy, but he wants the other Arab 
regimes go along with him, so that none can call him a traitor to 
the Arab cause which he certainly is. However, when his 
“initiative for peace’? — as his shameful visit to occupied 
Jerusalem has been dubbed by the predominantly pro-zionist 
Western Press — foundered on the rocks of popular Arab 
resistance, and when President Carter, whose popularity at home 
was sharply dwindling, failed to deliver the goods, some powerful 
quarters, hostile to Arab cause, were found hatching another 
scheming for surrender to the zionists and imperialists and for 
covering up Sadat’s sins against the Arab nation. 


But, neither Mr. Carter nor Sadat’s backers who stood 
equally exposed, can save the Sadat sinking ship. The people of 
Egypt and other Arab countries are not at all convinced why Sadat 
thought that Begin would “‘give’”’ him something “‘in return”’ for his 
capitulation. Begin’s records, and for that matter, the records of 
each and every zionist warlord, were not unknown to the Arabs, 
Sadat including. Now no amount of regrets, sincere or sham, will 
earn Arab sympathy for a deserter who rendered himself 
redundant to Arab revolution the day he entered into an unholy 
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alliance with zionism and imperialism against Arab cause, against 
the cause of the Palestinian people. Arab revolution will march 
forward without him and in spite of him. 


On the Path of Total Surrender in Carter Cart 


Boarding the bandwagon of President Jimmy Carter, Sadat 
has been on the path of total surrender to the zionist enemy. On 
the eve of his journey to Washington early in February, 1978, he 
lost even the minimum of respect a head of State is shown 
anywhere in the world. In this case a top official of the Carter 
Adminsitration explained the purpose of extending invitation to the 
Egyptian ruler. He said, ““We need to show Sadat we understand 
some of his frustration’’ (Newsweek, Feb. 6). To the Carter 
Administration, therefore, the issue involved in the Middle East 
conflict have no special meaning. The usurpation of the national 
rights of an entire people — the people of Palestine — has no 
significance to the U.S. policy-makers. The occupation of territories 
of three sovereign Arab countries by an adamant aggressor and 
his refusal to comply with unequivocal international demand for 
withdrawal do not matter much to U.S. A pat on the back of a 
frustrated, dejected Sadat is all that the U.S. can do to inject fresh 
“momentum” to his still-born ‘peace initiative’. 


Sadat himself exposed to the world the extent of his 
frustration. Talking to a newsman on February 3 on board the 
plane bound for Washington, Sadat said, “| have chosen my fate, 
and there is no way to turn back... If time proves that | am wrong, | 
must pay for this... Now | am coming to America for arbitration” 
(Time, Feb. 13). 

A drownining man catches a straw, so they say. And in real 
life, the head of the most populous Arab country is trying to catch 
at an illusory straw. He is asking for U.S. arbitration in a conflict 
which was engineered, sustained and aggravated by the White 
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House and Pentagon during the last six decades. Even during 
Sadat’s latest five-day stay in the U.S. capital the officials of 
Carter Administration made no bones about what they have been 
doing. One official candidly said, ‘‘Sadat still thinks all we have to 
do is snap our fingures to get Israel to do our bidding. We're going 
to try to disabuse him of that nation” 


With a view to convincingly disabusing Sadat of false notion, 
the Carter Administration, on the one hand, conveniently failed to 
comply with Egyptian ruler’s request for 120 F-5SE Tiger fighter- 
bombers, priced at about $ 5 million each, and on the other, 
politely declined to delay the delivery to ‘‘Israel” of 24 highly 
sophisticated F-15 Eagles and 160 F-16 fighter planes, priced at 
$ 20 million and $ 10 million each respectively. This is the kind of 
third party neutrality the U.S. Administration is maintaining to 
qualify for conducting an arbitration as urged by Anwar Sadat! 


As aconsolation prize Sadat did receive well-rehearsed and 
widely publicised warm Carter welcome at the White House lawn in 
freezing temperature and did enjoy some moments of intimacy at 
the Camp David retreat with the U.S. policy-makers. But he 
miserably failed to break the stony ice around Camp David. The 
U.S. leaders asked Sadat to engage in ‘quite diplomacy”’, keep 
his mouth shut and ‘‘persevere in peace initiative’. They had 
nothing else to offer. He therefore, gave vent to his disappointment 
while addressing the National Press Club at Washington (Feb. 6, 
1978) where he said that peace process was going to be a “‘long 
and arduous’”’ one. As his Camp David companions did not lend 

him their ears, he tried in vain to make out his case at the deaf and 
dumb Press Club where he called upon the U.S. to become an 
‘active partner’’in the peace process. 


Whether the U.S. becomes ‘‘the arbiter’ or an ‘‘active 


partner’, these things matter less to the ‘Israeli’ leaders, who are 
showing scant regard for what is being said in and around 
Washington by the Egyptian visitor. They, for their part, are going 
ahead with their projects of building, expanding and strengthening 
zionist settlements and military outposts in occupied Arab 
territories including Sinai, suppressing the Arab risings in the 
West Bank and Gaza Strip with an iron hand, equipping their 
armed forces with the most sophisticated weaponry, supplied by 
the U.S. and whipping up concerted campaigns against any 
“concessions” with regard to occupied territories, settlements 
and Palestinian question. They even refused to sign a 
“declaration of principles” on these issues, which Sadat could 
have used to save face with. 


The net result of Sadat’s so-called “‘historic mission” to 
occupied Jerusalem has been a cruel “‘nil” on the credit side. On 
the debit side Sadat’s record may be put in the red as under: 


a. He recognised the zionist entity as a sovereign state 
against the wishes of the Arab people. 


b. He entered into summit level talks with the enemy in 
contravention of all the decisions and pronouncements of Arab 
summit conferences. 


c. He accorded recognition to “‘Israeli’’ occupation of the holy 
city of Jerusalem in violation of the UN resolutions and against the 
world public opinion outside the UN. 


d. He unilaterally ended the state of belligerency with the 
enemy. 


In return for these and other treacherous, acts, Sadat received 
the following response from the “‘Israeli’”’ authorities: 


1. “Israel’’ will not withdraw from Sinai, Golan, West Bank 
and Gaza Strip. 
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2. The racist ghettos that have been built illegally all over 
occupied territories will stay and more ghettos will be built. 


3. The existing “Israeli” military outposts are being 
strengthened and new posts are being built all over the occupied 
lands. 


4. “‘Israel’’ does not recognise the Palestinians as a people, 
nor does it recognise the Palestinian resistance leadership. 


5 “Israeli” leadership, both of past and present, allowed 
occupied Palestine to be turned into a launching pad of imperialist 
aggression against the neighbouring Arab countries. Thus, the 
aspirations of the people of the area to develop themselves 
economically, politically and spiritually are being sought to be 
destroyed by the garrison-state. Of late threats of surprise attacks 
against progressive and oil-rich Arab countries are being held out 
quite often by the imperialist-zionist dominated press and by 
persons in authority in U.S. as well. 


That co-existence with such a racist garrison-state is out of 
the question has been proved once again. Even after completely 
betraying his nation, Sadat did not receive any different response 
from ‘Israel’, because, it has not been raised in the atmosphere 
of civilised international behaviour. 


The traumatic experience of Anwar al-Sadat should serve as 
an eye-opener to those who were on the same-boat only the other 
day. The moral of Sadat episode is that deviation knows no 
bounds and there is no half-way-house between struggle and 
capitulation. History is replete with instances of man moving the 
mountains. Unshakeable confidence in one’s justness of the 
cause, clear vision about the course to be followed and 
unwavering determination to persevere in struggle can lead one to 
decisive victory. This is no emotionalism; this is the law of political 
movements that determines the destiny of nations. 
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Creating Facts on the Ground? 


Egyptian journalist Hassanayen Heykal’s widely quoted 
phrase ‘‘No War, No Peace”, has, over the years, assumed a new 
meaning. The phrase no longer means ‘stalemate’ or ‘status quo’ 
or ‘stagnation;’ it means “creation of facts on the ground”. Taking 
the advantage of ‘No War, No Peace’ situation since the October 
war of 1973, the zionists have been building all over the Arab 
territories occupied in 1967, with the active connivance and 
encouragement of “Israeli” government, be it Labour or Likud. 
The object of building such settlements or racist ghettos is of three- 
fold: 


A. To change the demographic features of the occupied 
territories against the Arab majority. 


B. To use these settlements which are generally armed to 
the teeth, as forward posts in the event of war, and. 


C. To create a new fait accompli with respect to the occupied 
territories for legalising creeping annexation in the event of peace. 


The zionists, under the stewardship of Labour government, 
established 69 settlements in the West Bank, Gaza Strip and 
Golan Heights between the period June, 1967, to June 1976, 
according to the authoritative New York Times. more settlements 
were planned to be built in future. But, the “Israeli Labour 
government, true to the tradition of zionist hypocrisy, never 
admitted that the purpose of building these settlements was to 
achieve the triple objectives enumerated above. 


Despite UN denunciation, the U.S. Administration of Richard 
Nixon and Gerald Ford did not raise a finger against this measure 
of “Israeli” authorities. For his part Dr. Henry Kissinger, who 
played the role of a super diplomat for both Presidents, was 
not reported to have briefed or debriefed the White House 
incumbents of his time on these settlements. If anything he had 
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only abetted the zionist action. Or else, he would have advised for 
the demolition of settlements, at least of those in the Golan 
Heights, in west of Al-Arish, in the south of Gulf of Aqaba, as well 
as these along the Jordan river. These settlements presented a 
grave provocation for breach of the peace. But neither during his 
shuttle diplomacy, nor in course of his step-by-step peace moves 
did he consider this kind of permanent and illegal “Israeli” 
presence in the occupied Arab territories as something that might 
seriously vitiate the atmosphere for any futher peace talks. 


The Egyptian ruler did not, to say the least, grasp the gravity 
of the situation at that time. The return of some territories here and 
there only served as a bait to lure the Egyptian ruler to conclude 
the so-called disengagement pacts with the enemy. And “Israeli” 
authorities, taking cover behind these disengagement pacts, 
which only put the “No War, No Peace” situation in black and white, 
were building hundreds of settlements all over the occupied 
territories including Sinai and Gaza Strip, West Bank and Syrian 
Heights. 


Unlike its Labour predecessor, the Likud government of 
Menachem Begin did not take recourse to hypocrisy. Begin, in his 
election platform, pledged to ‘‘legalise, strengthen and expand” 
zionist settlements all over what he claimed as ‘‘The Land of 
Israel’, which, according to the zionists, stretches “from the 
Euphrates to the Nile’. In his bid to legalising the illegal 
settlements in the West Bank Begin sought to justify his action by 
proclaiming that the zionists had “every right to settle in any place 
of the liberated Judea and Samaria’. And with regard to 
settlements in Sinai he added a personal touch: he himself 
wanted to settle in one of those settlements after retirement! 


The Begin government is going ahead with its projects of 
strengthening and expanding old settlements and building new 
ones. President Carter has publicly disapproved of new 
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settlements and termed them as a ‘stumbling block to peace’. But 
know as they do the mind of US Administration better than anyone 
else, the “Israeli” leaders are not deterred by this pious Carter 
pronouncement. When a_ controversy erupted over the 
establishment of a settlement at Shiloh in the West Bank, Begin 
was reported to have assured the U.S. Administration that Shiloh 
was a temporary archaeological project. -But the settlers 
themselves denied that claim. The Gush Emunim organisation of 
the zionist settlers categorically stated that Shilon was not an 
archaeological project but very much a settlement like any other 
zionist settlement and Begin government knew it well. “The 
government thinks that is the wrong time to openly start a 
settlement here”, confided aleader of Gush Emunim at Shiloh. He 
however did not divulge any secret when he added: “But Mr. 
Begin wants us to create facts on the ground. Settling the Land of 
Israel has always been his principal wish” (Newsweek, Feb. 13, 
1978). 


The Carter Administration officials might have felt some-what 
embarrassed at the development of. events with regard to zionist 
settlements. In order to have a cooling off period they advised Mr. 
Carter to take recourse to what was termed as quiet diplomacy. 
Carter aides, during their Camp David parley with Sadat, were 
reported to have explained to the Egyptian ruler the virtue of 
keeping one’s mouth shut in a given condition. They also made it 
known that Mr. Carter would like to see everything, including the 
two Presidents’ predicament, played down. 


This explains why the level of revived shuttle diplomacy has 
been downgraded from that of Foreign Minister of Ambassador. 
Assistant Secretary of State Alfred L. Atherton Jr. followed in the 
footsteps of Rogers, Kissinger and Vance to tie the loose ends of 
Sadat-Begin relations and work out a “declaration of principles” 
for the resumption of talks between the rulers of Egypt and “Israel”. 
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Ambassador Atherton mission, as expected, failed to achieve 
any tangible results. As a matter of fact, Carter aides themselves 
did not harbour any doubts in their minds about the futility of 
Atherton shuttle. What they were interested in was to allow Begin 
more time to “create facts on the ground” so that in any future 
negotiations these facts stood out as formidable argument in 
favour of keeping the occupied territories under “Israeli” 
sovereignty. 


The calculations of Carter aides appear to have been based 
on the assumption that there will always be an Anwar Sadat to 
strike a deal with and the deal will be struck when his bargaining 
position will hit the rock bottom. The fact that an Anwar Sadat’s is 
not the last word in the present Arab area, has not been taken into 
consideration in making these calculations. Another pertinent 
factor that appears to have been overlooked is that ‘facts on the 
ground’ are relevant only in negotiations for trading territories. 
These ‘facts’ are absolutely irrelevant in the case of revolutionary 
national liberation struggles. Arab resistance to these “facts on 
the ground” has already developed into a national liberation 
Struggle, both inside and outside occupied territories. The forces 
that are participating in this sacred mission will not negotiate 
sovereignty; they will rather liberate the occupied territories, re- 
establish Arab sovereignty over them, and in the process, create 
new facts on the ground that belongs to them. It is a matter of 
determination and time. Determination they have and time is in 
their favour. 


Another Round of Talks: A Fresh Threat to Peace 


As “Israeli” leaders were busying themselves with the 
projects of creating facts on the ground’, i.e., building more Megal 
racist settlements, Begin was preparing to travel to Washington 
with a big shopping list of highly sophisticated arms. Following the 
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escalation of operations by the Palestinian resistance movement 
inside “Israel” during the month of March, 1978, Begin cancelled 
his trip temporarily. 


However, the Carter-Begin talks will be taking place at a time 
when a veritable storm was raging through the U.S. press and plat- 


form against what is being described as “supplying lethal weap- 
ons” to some of the Arab allies of Washington. The coast-to-coast 
political campaign undertaken by Moshe Dayan and Ezra 
Weizman added fuel to the fire. And finally Begin is going to visit 
President Carter to clinch the issue, which, as “the zionists 
interpret them, may be summed up as under: 


(a) ‘Israel’ has always been the top recipient of ‘lethal’ arms 
supply from the U.S.; therefore, its request for 150 F-16s should 
not be made part of a package deal with other countries in the 
area who are not entitled to receiving such sophisticated lethal 
U.S. weapons. 


(b) “Israeli” position on the zionist settlements in Sinai, 
Golan, West Bank and Gaza Strip is supported by its ‘historical 
right’ and ‘military compulsion’. So, the friends of “Israel” will be 
better advised to refrain from publicly airing views against these 
settlements. 


(c) Security Council Resolution 242 which “Israel” has never 
agreed to comply with, does not enjoin upon the zionists to 
withdraw from any ‘liberated’ territories. “Israel” will discuss 
withdrawal from territories only with. sovereign Arab states and it 
has never accepted Jordanian sovereignty over the West Bank. 
These positions which were explained in the Begin plan, were 
discussed with the U.S. officials in 1977 when the first round of 
Carter-Begin talks was held. At that time Mr. Carter termed the 
Begin plan as ‘constructive’ and a “firm basis for peace 
negotiations”. Since then nothing substantial has taken place 


163 


necessitating the revision of “Israeli” and, for that matter, U.S. 
stand. 


The Carter Administration, like its predecessors, has 
committed itself to maintaining and further enhancing “Israel's” 
military superiority in the area as part of the United States’ own. 
global strategic considerations. However, of late there has 
appeared a contradiction, albeit of minor nature, between “Israel” 
and the other allies of the United States on the question of their 
respective role within that global strategy. “Israel” wants to see 
these ‘other allies’ of the U.S. in the area as sleeping partners who 
will not. wake up even when their houses catch fire. On the 
contrary, the U.S. strategy calls for making these ‘other allies’ 
effective enough so as to enable them to fight U.S. regional wars 
by proxy—a role Anwar Sadat has already offered to play. 


The Carter Administration, however, -has made it very clear 
that “Israel’s” position as the watchdog of U.S. interests in the 
area will, under no circumstances, be compromised. Therefore, it 
has offered to supply “Israel” with 15 F-15 and 75 F-16 super- 
fighters, whereas, Egypt has been offered only 50 F-5Es. 
According to U.S. experts, the F-15s ‘are the dest fighters in the 
world” and F-16s are “more sophisticated, lighter and simpier” 
than the F-15s. These experts also hold that F-5E fighters are no 
better than MIG 21s and even Kfirs and Phantoms which “Israel” 
itself produces, outclass F-5Es. Therefore, under the new 
package, if the Congress approves it, “Israeli” air superiority 
compared to Egypt will further be strengthened. The package in 
effect will render Sadat, who has burnt his boats and slammed the 
door on the other ‘major sources of supply, an absolutely unequal 
partner in the game. 


To add insult to injury, Cyrus Vance, the U.S. Secretary of 


State, has described this hopelessly inferior position of Sadat as 
“consistent with the overriding objective of a just and lasting 
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peace’. But what the Carter Administration is trying to achieve ts 
obviously to turn “Israel” more aggressive and intransigent and 
render the Egyptian ruler further incapacitated and limping in the 
face of the zionist entity. Mr. Vance wants the world to believe that 
U.S. arms policy in the Middle East “will help to meet the nations” 
legitimate security requirements and will not alter the basic 
military balance in the region”. Far from it. The latest super quality 
arms for “Israel” will only enhance the chances of another zionist 
adventure in the area and the responsibility for such an 
eventuality will lie squarely on the U.S. government. 


lt seems that Carter Administration will not regret if the 
situation develops in that direction. Its ‘other allies’ will be busy 
with ‘other obligations’, if Sadat’s remarks to this effect are any 
indication. But, be that as it may, the forces of Arab liberation 
including those in Egypt, will take note of the gravity of the 
situation and mobolise their ranks accordingly. They are, as a 
matter of fact, already doing so. 


On the question of Resolution 242, Begin holds that it does 
not apply to West Bank and Gaza Strip. Carter gave in to “Israeli” 
position when he advocated ‘minor adjustments’ to post-1967 war 
boundaries. Their position only justifies Arab rejection of the said 
resolution. Sadat’s volte-face on the issue does not change the 
situation on Arab side either. 


On the question of settlements, it is intriguing to note that 
after every U.S. protestation against the issue, new settlements 
are built by the zionists and they quote Begin in defence of their 
action and Begin, in his turn, quotes President Carter to justify his 
stand. The sum-total of all-this mutual adminiration is that Begin is 
aware of the sum-total fact that he has the full backing of U.S. 
Administration as a whole or at least of a very powerful section 
within it behind his policy of settlements. 


However, some Western reports have it that Carter and 
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Sadat have concluded a secret deal under which the “Israeli” 
military bases in Sinai, particularly around Al-Arish, Eilat and 
Sharm al-Sheikh, will be handed over to U.S control in the event of 
“Israeli” pull-out and the Americans will build new bases for 
“Israel” in the Negev desert. The Americans who built these bases 
for “Israel” do not stand to lose, under that deal, if the “Israelis” 
withdraw from these “settlements”. On the contrary, they will be in 
a better position, politically speaking, to operate from these bases, 
under the cover of Egyptian sovereignty, which can easily be linked 
with their other bases in the Red Sea, Arabian Gulf and finally in 
the Indian Ocean. But a section of “Israeli” leadership, especially 
the Begin group, does not favour the idea; it wants to retain these 
bases, or “settlements” as the zionists call them, under its own 
control so as to maintain‘‘Israeli” partnership in the operative field 
of the U.S. strategy in the area. 


For his part President Carter is not likely to exert any serious 
pressure on Begin to mend his ways so as to conform them to 
U.S. public posture on the issues. Mr. Carter hands are full with 
domestic troubles. He almost hit the ceiling when he failed to 
succeed in bringin the coal miners back to work. Even the threat 
of invoking the Ta‘-Hartley act of 1947 and declaring the strike illegal 
under that law was disregarded by the strikers. His efforts or lack of 
them to shore up the dollar fared no better. The powerful zionist 
lobby in the U.S. will certainly seize the opportunity to ask for a 
pound of flesh as a price for their support to the problem-ridden 
President. And that pound of flesh will, needless-to say, go to 
invigorate Begin’s muscles. 


In the circumstances, Carter is most likely to placate Begin on 
all his positions and there will be no dearth of excuses for Carter to 
do so. Whether that situation will save Sadat’s face or not, will be 
of secondary consideration to both White House and Capito! Hill. 
At best they will try to work out a declaration of principles masking 
their real intentions behind involved phraseology. 
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However, all these calculations of Carter-Begin equation will 
work only if other factors remain the same. But.in the rapidly 
changing situation in the Middle East of today none can be so sure 
about the other factors remaining the same. The zionist citadel of 
power in Tel Aviv has already shaken to its foundation in the face 
of mounting Arab resistance. Therefore, the emergence of new 
factors determining the course of events cannot be ruled out. 


Back To Square One 


The zionist leaders were trying to give a fresh interpretation 
of the security Council resolution 242. While declaring their 
“acceptance” of the resolution, they said (April 16, 1978), that 
Menachem Begin’s limited autonomy plan for the West Bank and 
Gaza Strip was not inconsistent with that resolution. This 
hypocrisy par excellence on the part of the zionist leaders does 
not deserve any comment. But, as some of the Arab and non-Arab 
brokers of negotiated peace do not as yet appear to have been 
disillusioned about the real intentions of the zionist warlords, one 
cannot but take note of such perverted interpretation of the 
otherwise wicked fesolution. 


The zionist aggressors occupied, besides Sinai and Syrian 
Heights, the West Bank and Gaza Strip during the June 5 War of 
1967, and only 170 days after the outbreak of that war the 
Security Council called upon the aggressors “to withdraw from 
territories occupied in the recent conflict”. The call for withdrawal 
under this resolution is absolute and not qualified by any 
limitations. Besides, at no subsequent stage during the last 11 
years did the United Nations give the aggressors the mandate to 
determine the political future of these occupied Arab territories. 
On the contrary, the General Assembly, by a number of 
resolutions, asked the zionist aggressors to withdraw from these 
territories and desist from changing their demographic structure, 
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geographical features and the cultural pattern of their inhabitants. 
In other words, the UN has all along been insisting on 
maintenance of status quo ante, i.e., as the situation existed prior 
to the June War of 1967. 


Not that the zionists are unaware of these facts or of their 
implications. Even then they floated what has been known as 
Begin plan for limited autonomy, to be ‘granted’ by the aggressors 
to the occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip. Under this plan, 
defence as well as law and order of these parts of Palestine will 
vest in “Israeli” government, “Israeli” laws will be extended to 
them and no bar will be placed on building racist settlements or 
ghettos all over these territories. Besides, regular “Israeli” armed 
forces will be stationed in the forward posts of these areas for 
what the zionists call the “security of Israel”. In other words, 
“Israel” will exercise sovereignty over these territories while 
conceding to the ‘autonomous’ authorities only administrative 
powers of a municipal or local body. And this arrangement is 
being termed by the “Israeli” government as consistent with the 
Security Council resolution 242 in spite of the fact that the said 
resolution called for unqualified withdrawal of occupying forces 
and did not empower “Israel” to decide on the future status of 
these territories in any way whatsoever. Therefore, the April 16 
declaration of the “Israeli” authorities did not imply its acceptance 
of the said resolution; on the contrary, the declaration only meant 
its rejection of the resolution de novo. 


The US backers of “Israel” are going out of their way to make 
the world believe that the zionists have softened their attitude 
towards the Arabs. This campaign has been launched in spite of 
the fact that only a month ago (March, 1978) they occupied a large 
chunk of southern Lebanese territory in total violation of the 1949 
Armistice Agreement and in utter disregard for territorial integrity 
of a sovereign state. They committed grave crimes against the 
civilian Lebanese and Palestinian population. During their full- 
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scale invasion, mounted from land, sea and air, the zionist armed 
forces razed to the ground hundreds of villages killed in cold 
blood innocent villagers indiscriminately with Deir Yassin — 
Sharpville — My Lai ferocity and established a reign of terror all 
throughout the newly occupied land. In spite of the Security 
Council's call for withdrawal, they were digging in, fortifying their 
forward posts, encircling certain villages with electrified barbed 
wire and preventing people from fleeing the veritable hell. The UN 
Secretary-General who visited the area regretted the blatant 
“Israeli” non-compliance with yet another Council resolution. 


The zionist invasion of Lebanon aroused world-wide 
condemnation. Only the Carter Administration treated it 
differently. The White House and State Department policy- 
planners were taking the omens as propitious for exhuming the 
already buried ‘Sadat peace initiative’ now that, they felt, the 
spectre of Palestinian resistance was not likely to haunt them the 
way it did before! Encouraged by these events they renewed their 
diplomatic activity. Menachem Begin was visiting Washington for 
the second time in two months, Mr. Cyrus Vance again went. 
round the Middle East capitals and Anwar Sadat reassured a 
visiting Anglican Church delegation from the U.S. that October 
War (of 1973) would be the last war with “Israel”. The purpose: of 
all these exercises was said to be clearing the atmosphere for 
holding another round of Sadat-Begin summit. 


However, if the recent statement of the zionist Deputy 
Defence Minister was any indication, such a summit was not likely 
to achieve any result better than the previous one. The zionist 
official announced on April 17 (1978) that while new settlements 
would not be allowed to be built in Sinai, no such embargo would 
be placed on the West Bank about which territory Anwar Sadat 
was not entitled to speak. 


Two pertinent points emerge from this statement: (1) that new 
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zionist settlements will continue to be built in the West Bank and 
(2) that Sadat-Begin summit, if it at all takes place, will not discuss 
West Bank on grounds of jurisdiction and locus stand. In other 
words, Sadat will find himself back to square one — starting from 
where Dr. Henry Kissinger had left him after the second 
disengagement pact — completely pinned down to Sinai and that 
is all. 


Sadat has been harping, since November 19, 1977, when he 
visited occupied Jerusalem, on the theme of “the last war with 
Israel’. All his pleadings and pledges failed to prevent the zionist 
warlords from forcing the sixth war on the Arabs — this time is 
Southern Lebanon, that soft-belly of Arab defence line. The 
Palestinian reistance and Lebanese Patriotic Movement rose to 
the occasion and foiled the zionist plot of occupying the entire 
area south of the Litani river. The March 15 war of 1978 which was 
the sixth war with the zionist, had not only falsified Sadat’s ‘last 
war’ theme, but also proved the effectiveness of determined and 
steadfast Arab resistance against the militarily superior “Israeli” 
forces of aggression who had at their command the highly 
sophisticated U.S. weapons of destruction including the cluster 
bombs. 

It has once again been proved that the zionist 
aggressiveness will mollified by Arab concession or surrender; it 
will disappear only when the aggressors are conclusively 
defeated in the battleground 


The Camp David Conspiracy 


No news is good news, but not always. The clamp-down on 
Camp David news is indicative of one such exception. When the 
fate of nations is sought to be decided behind the back of the 
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people, none can help feel concerned and intrigued. More so 
because persons involved in the Camp David proceedings are too 


well-known to be trusted. 


The Camp David mini-Summit of two proteges with their 
mentors, if not masters, which commenced on September 5, 1978 
looked more like a conspiratorial conclave than a peace parley. 
The air of conspiracy became thicker because of the pre-Summit 
warming up events. A series of talks of various levels took place in 
different capitals of Asia, Africa and Europe and the conferees 
included heads of states, heads of governments, Ministers, 
Ambassadors, down to intelligence chiefs, operators and agents. 
A halo was, however, sought to be created around such talks and 
that was why a number of stalwarts of European politics were 
involved at various stages. The declaration of European 
Community leaders on Middle-East conflict only paraphrased U.S. 
President Jimmy Carter's formula which he had announced on 
March 9, 1977, and which went nowhere near the core*of the 
subject — the right of the Palestinian people to recover their 
usurped and occupied fatherland. 


In this setting the “United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland” appeared on the scene in a desperate bid to 
revive its long-lost diplomatic glory. At the Leeds Castle 
Conference of three Foreign Ministers, held during the last week 
of July (1978), Cyrus Vance, Mohammed Ibrahim Kamel and 
Moshe Dayan discussed Begin’s 26-point formula of December 
(1977) and Anwar Sadat’s six-point plan which had earlier been 
handed to U.S. Vice-President Walter Mondale. Sadat reportedly 
offered: 

a) to ensure “real peace” for “Israel” with normal relations 
with its neighbours, 


b) to recognise the necessity of detailed security assurances 
for the zionist entity and 
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c) to accept a five-year transition period with some sort of 
self-rule for the West Bank and Gaza Strip. 


Menachem Begin, for his part, stuck to his guns: he 
adamantly insisted on his refusal to accept even the applicability 
of the Security Council resolution 242 to the West Bank and Gaza 
Strip, let alone agreeing to withdraw from occupied territories. 
Meanwhile, Gush Emunim was allowed to proceed with building 
new settlements in West Bank, Gaza and Sinai areas, the latest 
outrage being the construction of? “Beth-E!” racist ghetto. To make 
adequate room for this hill-top settlement's subsequent 
expansion, the occupation forces stationed at the nearby town of 
Al-Bireh, grabbed 1750 acres of Arab land. The military governor 
of the town tried in vain to justify the action in the name of 
“security of the military headquarters” 


Five new settlements were also being established in Sinai 
area against which protests were lodged even by quarters friendly 
to “Israel”. In the face of opposition, Begin agreed to ‘postpone’ 
the construction work until the Camp David talks were over. But 
he declined to ‘cancel’ the project. 


Anwar Sadat felt awfully embarrassed when Begin refused to 
return Mount Sinai and Al-Arish to Egypt as a “gesture of 
goodwill” in return for all the concessions the Egyptian ruler had 
been making since November 19, 1977 (when he visited Begin in 
occupied Jerusalem). To give vent to his disappointment Sadat 
asked the “Israeli” military mission to leave Egypt and once again 
publicly vowed not to talk to Begin in future. 


With a view to breaking the stalemate, the U.S. officials 
quietly undertook some shuttling in the Middle-East. Cyrus Vance. 
got the acceptance both from Anwar Sadat and Menachem Begin 
to attend a meeting with Mr. Carter in the Maryland mountains. 
The Camp David Summit was announced for September 5 and 
along with it was also announced that the U.S. would henceforth 
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act as a “full partner’, without, however defining what the 
expression meant. Whatever the meaning, the expression 
provided Sadat with the kind of face-saving he was desperately in 
need of. He forgot all about Begin rebuff and rushed to Camp 
David to sit with his “partners” and discuss what had been kept 
from the outside world ever since the commencement of the 
summit until all was over! 


However, both Anwar Sadat and Menachem Begin have 
been knowing each other quite intimately, particular since July, 
1977 when “‘Israeli” intelligence chief reportedly met his Egyptian 
counterpart to warn him against the forebodings of an anti-Sadat 
upheaval. ‘A friend in need is d friend indeed’ — Sadat might have 
been influenced by this dictum in his subsequent dealings with the 
enemy Premier. 


But, whatever might be their behind-the-scene relationship, 
both of them were fully aware of their limitation: that what had 
fondly been called “full partnership” of the United States was 
nothing but a veritable domino relationship. No formula will be 
acceptable to this “full partner’ if it does not guarantee stronger 
U.S. military presence in the area. As a matter of fact this is the 
only common factor that holds the summit together. Sadat who 
took shelter in the enemy bunker in the face of mounting Arab 
opposition to his course of surrender, now feels reassured having 
been able to put himself under the protective umbrella of 
Pentagon. 


In the circumstances, the best Anwar Sadat can aspire to 
achieve at Camp David is to strike a tripartite deal with 
Washington and Tel Aviv under which some of the zionist 
settlements in Sinai would be returned to Egyptian sovereignty, 
only to be leased out to the United States. It is worth mentioning 
that these setllements are in fact covers for military bases which 
are at present run jointly by U.S. and “Israel”. Under the new 
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arrangement that is being worked out in details, with the help of 
military and legal experts, at Camp David, although the U.S. will 
run these military bases directly and independently, Sadat will be 
allowed to reap some propaganda harvest out of the deal. The 
bases, besides being the watchdogs of U.S. interests in the area, 
will try to guarantee ‘‘Israel’s” security and work against the forces 
of Arab liberation in the whole area. 


The U.S. policy in the area has hardly undergone any 
substantial change since the time it came out of its isolation during 
the second decade of the present century. However, after the 
virtual collapse of the British Empire along with the end of World 
War Il the U.S. infiltrated this area more vigorously with the aim of 
what has been described as ‘filling a power vacuum’. It was in fact 
direct imperialist penetration, by hook or by crook, and this policy 
was ruthlessly pursued by Truman and effectively followed up by 
Eisenhower and their equally worthy successors. If the landing of 
U.S. marines in Lebanon in 1958 can be branded as Eisenhower 
Doctrine in practice, the dropping of cluster bombs on civilians in 
south Lebanon durig the sixth “Israeli” invasion of the Arab 
homeland can be called the practical aspect of Carter hypocrisy. 


In the light of this kind of record of U.S. policy-makers through 
the decades, one can reasonably conclude that whatever the 
outcome of Camp David, Sadat will find himself as a mere pawn in 
their cruel hands. Their global national interest is much more 
profitable to uphold than to care for the shape of a few 
compromising faces. Above all, these policymakers have their 
own constituents to nurture. The ebb and tide of their popularity do 
affect treatment of international events. Should the need arise, 
they would rather sacrifice a thousand Sadats or even Begins to 
save their own skins. 
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Surrender to Zionists: The Two Camp David Documents 


The conspiratorial conclave at Camp David produced two 
documents; but again their contents were kept from the people. 
Although the documents, entitled “Framework for Peace in the 
Middle—East” and ‘Framework for the Conclusion of a Peace 
Treaty Between Egypt and Israel”, were signed in the glare of 
White House publicity, their operative parts were not disclosed for 
what Begin described as “political and psychological reasons”. 


The way the Maryland mountain proceedings were 
conducted and the way the final documents were thrashed out 
undoubtedly give the impression that some kind of serious cover- 
up was being resorted to. The impression becomes all the more 
plausible in the light of the post-Camp David shuttle diplomacy 
undertaken by U.S. Secretary of State Cyrus Vance. 


On the other hand, before the ink dried on their signatures, 
the three signatories to the documents started pulling discordant 
tunes. All these are mere pointers that the game was far from being up 
and that behind the instant euphoria was lurking the fear of being 
thoroughly unmasked. 


Menachem Begin, in the wake of Camp David rejoicings, 
declared triumphantly before a gathering of US zionists (Sept. 20, 
1978) that “Israeli troops will not withdraw from the West Bank 
and Gaza Strip even after the expiry of five-year interim period”. 
His audience greeted his declaration with thundering applause. 
This event, albeit of a minor nature compared with the gravity of 
Sadat surrender, explains eloquently the mood of zionist lobby 
which shapes the Middle-East policy of U.S. Administration. 


In the same speech Begin also made it clear that the 
moratorium agreed upon at Camp David on building new 
settlements in the West Bank and Gaza Strip covered only three 
months during which period he would conduct peace negotiations 
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with Anwar Sadat. He insisted that he had never agreed to a five- 
year-moratorium as claimed by Carter and Sadat. 


The zionist Premier restated his position on these two and 
other questions in course of his address to the zionist parliament 
(Sept. 25, 1978). In his Knesset speech Begin also declared that 
they would not vacate the holy city of ‘Jerusalem or any part 
thereof”. 


These declarations give lie to the sweet but contraditory 
assurances of US officials, as communicated to some Arab 
capitals during the post-Camp David diplomacy undertaken by 
U.S. officials. The Begin declarations point to the position that: 


(a) “Israel” will continue to exercise sovereignty over the 
West Bank and Gaza Strip, even after the five-year interim period, 
by virtue of its military presence and by enforcing its civil laws. 


(b) the type of administrative self-rule that may be granted to 
the “Palestinian Arabs” of the two areas will be in the nature of 
municipal administration within-the so-called “State of Israel’, as 
distinct from the kind of autonomy granted to a unit in a federal 


structure; 


(C) the annexation of the “West Bank and Gaza Strip” should 
be considered final in view of the fact that at no stage would 


“Israel” agree to a “Palestinian State” there or anywhere in the 
region. It will not agree to any referendum either: 


(d) the racist settlements in the West Bank, Gaza Strip and 
Golan Heights would continue to be strengthened and expanded 
and new settlements would be built after three months. During the 
interim period of five years, the Arab population of these areas 
would be reduced to a hopeless minority through the immigration 
of zionists into the old and new settlements. After changing the 
demographic feature of these areas, the zionists would present 
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the world with another fait accompli — complete annexation of the 
occupied territories! 


These were what Begin wanted to achieve and what the US 
helped him to accomplish at Camp David. Hence the cause for 
jubilation in zionist circles is everywhere. Begin got away with his 
insistence that Security Council resolution 242 was not applicable 
to the West Bank and Gaza Strip and so, he was not duty bound to 
withdraw troops from these areas. He also succeeded in by- 
passing the numerous resolutions of the General Assembly 
calling upon the zionist entity to refrain, inter alia, from changing 
the demographic pattem of the occupied territories. Both Anwar 
Sadat and Jimmy Carter are guilty of abetment in his illegal acts of 
the zionist aggressors. 


Begin also succeeded in pressing home his point that there 
could not be any peace treaty with Anwar Sadat in respect of the 
territories that did not belong to Egypt before occupation. As a 
matter of fact this argument he had been pressing all along since 
coming to power. He found in this argument a juridical cover-up 
for his attempt at dividing the frontline Arab ranks. With the 
blessings of the State Department, Begin won the day and the 
Egyptian ruler was left with only the Sinai peninsula to talk about. 
Sadat’s protracted talk of a “comprehensive peace” crumbled as did 
his pyramidal ego (He termed his critics as dwarfs)!. He agreed to sign 
a separate peace treaty with the zionists. In other words he traded 
the national rights of the Arab Palestinian people for a handful of 
sand in Sinai. 


But, how much of Sinai sand does Anwar sadat expect to get 
back as a ‘bakhshish’ for his total surrender? Although the details 
of the document on the subject have not been revealed, the 
zionist sources disclosed (Sept. 26, 1976) that an “Egyptian- 
Israeli Joint Committee will specify the Egyptian border in Sinai 
starting from east of Al-Arish down to Raas Mohammad” in the 
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south of the peninsula. It will also “specify the areas of military 
presence”. All these arrangements mean that the peninsula will 
not only be Balkanised, to be shared by Egypt, “Israel” and the 
U.S., but will also be militarised in the interest of the zionists and 
imperialists. 

Besides, the zionists are not going to withdraw from Sharm 
al-Sheikh. To have an effective military presence in this strategic 
port in the deep south of the peninsula has been a long-cherished 
goal of the successive “Israeli” governments and this demand 
was incorporated in both Allon and Begin plans. Sharm al-Sheikh 
provides the zionists with facilities for Keeping an eye on Red Sea 
and even beyond. The military planners at Tel-Aviv and Pentagon 
certainly deem it a prized possession for which they can easily 
dismantle less important settlements elsewhere in Sinai, which 
they have agreed to do. 


As for the United States, it will inherit the military bases in 
Sinai from the zionists and build for them new bases in Negev 
Besides, as in the case of West Bank, the U.S. will set up in Sinai 
electronic contro! stations and air reconnaissance units This 
facility will give the Pentagon a free hand in exercising descretion 
over such a sensitive area. 


It is also being talked about that Egypt will have to thin out its 
troops along the Suez Canal as part of final settlement. This will 
place Egypt in a very unstable situation, particularly in view of the 
fact that Cairo will have to depend on U.S. early warning system. 
Should “Israel” decide to mount another invasion, the possibility 
of which none can rule out, inadequate troops deployment on the 
other side of the canal will prove to be as suicidal as the air defence 
loophole of June, 1967. Anwar Sadat has staked everything for 
such a Sinai recovery! 


However, the very fact that all the decisions of Camp David 
could not be made public by the summiteers speaks only of their 
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moral weakness in the face of almost universal Arab opposition. 
Their desperate attempts to cover up their crime and mislead the 
Arab and world opinion on the issue are. also instances of their 
inherent defeatism. They know it very well that documents-can-be 
signed behind the back of the people; but without their willing 
cooperation these documents are mere scrap of paper! The moral 
of all this is that peace can hardly be achieved through 
conspiracy. 


The redeeming feature of the whole situation is that Anwar 
Sadat is a transient phenomenon in the history of Arab struggle. 
The steadfast determination of the people to recover their land 
and dignity squarely makes up for an individual’s treachery at a 
given historical phase. 


The two Roads — Baghdad and Camp David 


The incorrigible Anwar Sadat opted once again to place 
himself in direct opposition to the entire Arab nation. The 
vainglorious Fuehrer disdainfully declined to receive the delegation 
of the Ninth Arab Summit Conference which was in session in 
Baghdad from November 2 to 5, 1978. The full-dress Summit felt 
the need for unifying the Arab ranks unreservedly, and that was 
why it tried to convince even the diehard of the pernicious nature 
of the Camp David accords. The delegation to Cairo was carrying a 
written message from the Summit to the Egyptian President 
Anwar al-Sadat. It was no ordinary group of individuals or officials; 
it was the embodiment of Arab consensus of opinion. of the 
highest order as it was representing the Summit itself. 


Sadat declared his refusal to receive the delegation in the 


course of his address to the parliament (November 4, 1978). He 
denounced the Baghdad Summiteers as ‘snakes hissing in the 
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darkness’ in spite of the fact that 21 out of 22 Arab countries were 
attending the Summit which wanted to help him out of the 
quagmire in which he was in. 


The heads of states or their authorised representatives had 
no personal axe to grind against Sadat. On the contrary, they held 
the Egyptian people in high esteem for their contribution to the 
cause of Arabism, their sacrifice in defence of Arab dignity and. 
honour and their steadfastness in the face of all-out counter- 
revolutionary offensive in political, economic and information 
fields. Guided by this esteem for the people of Egypt, the Summit, 
which was marked by the maturity of its leadership, took urgent 
steps with a view to forestalling efforts at weakening the bond of 
fraternity between them and other Arab citizens so that they can 
distinguish between Camp David and Baghdad Summit. The 
Baghdad Summit could have helped Sadat to realise that Camp 
David had successfully clipped his wings and in spite of being the 
head of state of the most populous as well as highly important 
Arab country, he had been manoueuvred into a hopeless corner. 
Consequently, if he has to sign a peace treaty with the zionist 
enemy, he will have to sign only on the dotted lines. Things had 
come to such an impasse that he had to replace his trusted lieute- 
nants like General Gamasy (Abdul Ghaani) the Egyptian Minister 
of war, on the heels of Camp David. His political judgment is 
now heavily influenced by State Department and Pentagon, and 
personal security is dependent on the wisdom of CIA and Mossad 
(“Israeli” intelligence). No self-respecting Arab leader, in the heart 
of his heart, can feel comfortable to live with such a situation for 
long. 

The Camp David accords and the follow-up talks at Blair 
House (Washington) tend to create more problems than solve 
them. Under the terms of the accords, “Israel” agreed to withdraw 
from the Sinai areas which will be returned to the Egyptians. But 
this withdrawal will take place only after two to three years from 
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the date of the signing of the peace treaty. Why this time lag has 
been provided for, is anybody’s guess. But, if any future “Israeli” 
government decides not to comply with the treaty obligations, the 
whole question of war and peace will have to be reopened. Under 
the Camp David constraints, Egypt, in-that event, will be placed in 
avery difficult situation. Because Camp David requires of Egyot to 
demobilise its armed forces substantially and render its firepower 
impotent. And its will to fight will be corroded by complacency and 
laxity under the circumstances. 


On the other hand, “Israel” will find itself in an enviable 
position. It will be armed to the teeth in the name of security and its 
paramilitary organisations like Gush Emunim will be encouraged 
to build up mass campaigns for retaining the Sinai settlements 
along with those in the West Bank, Gaza Strip and Syrian Heights. 
The former “Israeli” Army Chief of Staff General Gur has already 
spoken against the dismantling of Sinai settlements, or any 
settlement for that matter. Even Moshe Dayan has joined in the 
chorus and has advised the Americans to “forget about 
settlements issue”. Despite US protestations, existing settlements 
in the West Bank and Gaza Strip are being “expanded and 
thickened” in violation of Camp David moratorium. If these are 
any indication, the chances of “Israel's” non-compliance with 
peace treaty provisions, particularly the operative clause — that of 
dismantling of Sinai settlements — cannot be ruled out. Similarly, 
the idea of an “administrative autonomy” in the West Bank and 
Gaza Strip after a five-year transition period may undergo many 
changes through periodical interpretations to the disadvantage of 
the Arabs. When the framers of the Camp David accords failed to 
pinpoint that issue and left it to the vagaries of interpretation, the 
future authorities on the “Israeli” side are not likely to be more 
loyal than the king. 


As mentioned above, Camp David obliges Sadat to 
substantially reduce the strength of the armed forces (reportedly 
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by 75 per cent), now that an era of peace will dawn! This drastic 
demobilisation, besides creating military imbalance, is sure to 
create grave socio-economic problems. In the wake of a massive 
demobilisation under the present stage of economic development, 
more than half a million Egyptians will be thrown out on the 
streets. The Egyptian economy is not buoyant enough to absorb 
this huge manpower within such a time as the situation can 
afford to spare. On the other hand, if this multitude, which is likely 
to be highly responsive to surrounding tension, remains idle and 
therefore, turns out to be devil's workshop, then it can play havoc 
with the existing fabric of society. 


The alternative to this gloomy picture is the path opened up 
by the Baghdad Summit Conference of Arab heads of states. This 
is the path of Arab consensus, Arab dignity and honour, Arab 
struggle and the right Arab future. Here an aggressor has been 
determined as an aggressor and the people’s inalienable right to 
their homeland and their right to self-determination have been 
upheld in consonance with UN Charter. Baghdad Summit refuses 
to abdicate sovereignty over Arab lands, be it in Egypt, Syria, 
Palestine or Jordan or anywhere in the Arab homeland. 


Besides, Baghdad Summit truly reflects the authentic 
aspirations of the Arab people, particularly the people of Palestine 
against whose occupation all the four wars were fought and all the 
sacrifices were made. The Summit also took concrete steps for 
stopping the rot and charted the course for winning decisive 
victory in the long-drawn-out Arab-zionist conflict. This optimism 
of winning decisive victory is based on the new reality of the Arab 
homeland, as distinct from the objective conditions obtaining in 
1967 as well as in the earlier phases. This optimism cannot easily 
be dismissed as sheer emotionalism or infantilism as has been 
suggested by Anwar Sadat and some Western pundits; it is very 
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much based on cut and dry equation, on balance of forces, on 
long and short term strategic and tactical formulation. 

And with the successful conclusion of the Baghdad Summit. 
this balance decisively went to the side of Arab confrontation. The 
forces of resistance and confrontation will gather endless strength 
with every passing day, because, they represent the interests of 
Arab people in general and the Palestinians in particular. 


Coming to the question of pound-shilling-pence which is 
more important than any tall talk, one can hopefully find that the 
Baghdad Summit proves to be much more practical and to the 
point than the hollow Camp David assurances. The Baghdad 
Summit has the sincere intention and unbounded ability to 
ameliorate the economic conditions of Egypt. The Camp David 
plan for the economic recovery of Egypt will end up in creating 
inlets for neo-colonial penetration of finance capital, particularly 
those of the zionist tycoons who have also stakes elsewhere, 
particularly in Africa. Under this plan the Egyptian nationat 
economy will be allowed to stagnate so that these tycoons receive 
an invitation to intervene. These tycoons will pick up a handful of 
local commission agents who will try to keep the land safe for their 
patrons’ neo-colonial exploitation. This kind of economic 
development will only lead to increasing exploitation of the people 
and windening of gap between various income groups. 


The Arab money, on the other hand, will render assistance to 
the Egyptian brethren from the standpoint of fostering the Arab 
cause which incorporates in it the cause of the Egyptian people as 
well. The economy of Egypt will be sought to be developed in such 
a way as will conform to the interest of the people and accelerate 
the pace of development of national economy. This will be the 
path of national development as against neo-colonial penetration. 
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Arab money will effectively contribute to building the new Arab man 
of Egypt who will not only produce wealth but also defend the 
nation. 

In other words, with Arab money Egypt will be developed as 
the most distinguished part of Arab homeland to shoulder and not 
to shirk its pan-Arab responsibility. The highest fulfillment of the 
Arab aspirations of an Egyptian is obtainable through the broad 
Baghdad Road and not throught the blind alley of Camp David. 


Chapter Three 


lraq’s Leading Role in Third World 


Non-Aligned Movement for a Just World Order 


The movement of the Non-aligned nations for a democratic 
international order and economic justice has gained a tremendous 
momentum in recent years. It has survived attacks from both the 
Power blocs at different stages of its development. And today only 
the diehard imperialists seek to undermine the progress of the 
movement by overt and covert means. 


This favourable international situation has been brought 
about by a sustained struggle of the newly emerging nations of 
Asia, Africa and Latin America, in active cooperation with a 
number of independent-minded European statesmen. At the early 
stages of its development, the policy of Non-alignment has been 
decried as negativism and opportunism by its detractors. But. it 
has successfully withstood all criticism and developed, over the 
years, into a mass movement of nations of immense international 
significance. As former President Ahmed Hassan al-Bakr of Iraq 
in his address to the nation on July 17, 1976, pointed out: 


“The policy of Non-alignment has proved, through the 
experiences of the past years, its soundness and necessity for 
consolidating peace and stability in the world and for enabling the 
newly liberated peoples to strengthen their independence”’. 


Some of the critics of Non-alignment hold that the policy has 
outlived its usefulness now that Big Power conflict has been 
replaced by detente. But these critics conveniently fail to 
‘acknowledge that detente is the outcome of the struggle of the 
forces of Non-alignment against the threat of plunging the world 
into another global war. Therefore, with detente the role of the 
Non-aligned movement does not end; rather, the new welcome 
trend of apparent easing of international tension only justifies the 
need for intensifying the movement of Non-alignment in order that 
detente becomes meaningful and conditions for a lasting peace to 
replace the potential threats of war. 


Some well-meaning people raise the question of the future 
prospects of the movement. As the Non-aligned movement is 
playing a highly significant role in shaping the destiny of the world, 
one can reasonably expect that the future prospect of the 
movement is bright indeed. Tracing the genesis of the movement 
one can safely conclude that so long as the imperialists will seek 
to dominate the world either by war or by economic plunder, and 
so long as the colonial powers will continue to subjugate peoples or. 
exploit their resources, the importance of the movement of Non- 
aligned nations will inevitably increase and the platform of the 
movement will expand to cover greater responsibilities. As Josip 
Broz Tito, the President of Yugoslavia, said in an interview with a 
Swedish newspaper on March 28, 1976: 


‘The platform of Non-alignment is far broader today. It 
includes efforts to establish new democratic international relations 
and general cooperation among all states and nations. Thus 
special emphasis is put on the need to consolidate economic 
independence, to create conditions for the accelerated 
development of developing countries, and in general, to establish 
a more equitable international economic system. To these ends 
the Non-aligned countries have now drawn a Programme of 
Action and some concrete results have been achieved in its 
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implementation. It is well known, for example, what has been 
achieved within the United Nations. 


“The Non-aligned countries have become an important 
factor in international relations and without their participation and 
contributions, lasting and just solutions to acute international 
problems cannot be attained. This policy expresses the interests 
of all mankind’. 


___ Although the first conference of Non-aligned nations took place 
in Belgrade, Yugoslavia, in 1961, the idea of Non-alignment strirred 


the minds of statesmen and political thinkers much earlier. The 
behaviour of the victorious Allied Powers of World War II and the 
subsequent cold war situation gave these statesmen sufficient 
cause for’concern. 


When the war was coming to a close, the latent differences 
between the Anglo-Saxon Powers and the Soviet Union were 
unfolding themselves-with dangerous forebodings for the future of 
the world. The big monopoly capitalists of the United States of 
America who aimed at dominating the world, urged for containing 
the growing Soviet Power. The then U.S. Vice President-Harry S. 
Truman, Supreme Commander Dwight D. Eisenhower and British 
Prime Minister Winston Churchill acquiesced. 


A genuinely anti-fascist President, Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
hoped for ushering in an era of fruitful cooperation with the Soviets 
during the post-war period. With that end in view, he cooperated 
with Joseph V. Stalin and signed the Yalta Agreement on 
February 11, 1945, on the question of Allied control over 
Germany. But as Roosevelt died on April 12, 1945, on the eve of 
the opening session of the San Francisco Conference, 
subsequent events took a turn for the worse. The decisions taken 
at Potsdam in July, 1945, regarding the future of Germany and 
peace in Europe, could not be smoothly implemented by 
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President Truman because of his dependence on anti-Soviet 
forces. The seeds of cold war were thus sown. 


During the war the Allied Powers held out assurances of 
granting national independence to colonies, dependencies and. 
mandated territories. But they went back on their promises in most 
cases, and in the case of others, while the right hand gave away 
freedom, the left hand snatched it back either by direct 
intervention or by indirect neo-colonial presence through 
multinational corporations. 


Another scenario was being witnessed during this period at 
the Eastern European theatre. The Soviet leaders, having been 
faced with the hostile attitude of Western Powers, became 
increasingly intolerant and looked upon with suspicion any attempt 
at non-conformism by their own erstwhile comrades-in-arms. The. 
relation between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia reached almost 
a breaking point as a result. Yugoslavia was finally expelled from 
Cominform in June, 1948. The portents of polycentrism in the 
Communist movement was clearly visible in the eyes of farsighted 
statesmen outside Power blocs. 


Under these international conditions the first Asian Relations 
Conference was held in New Delhi in March, 1947. This was 
followed by a second conference, at the same venue, in January, 
1949. Promoted by Mr. Jawaharlal Nehru both conferences 
denounced imperialism, colonialism and _ neo-colonialism, 
demanded early trasfer of power to national liberation movements 
in the colonies in Asia and Africa, called upon the Dutch and 
French authorities to withdraw forthwith from Indonesia and Indo- 
China respectively and lent unqualified support to the Chinese 
national liberation struggle against Chiang Kai-shek reactionary 
clique backed by the imperialists. 


An independent voice was heard at the international theatre 
and the idea of future Non-aligned policy was taking its shape. 
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Maenwhile, the Anglo-Saxon Powers, with the United States 
at their head, having consolidated their position in Western 
Europe, embarked on fulfilling their grand designs of dominating 
the whole world. They brought into being springboard of 
aggression in the oil rich Middle-East in the garb of a ‘Jewish 
national home” on May 15, 1948; and they coerced and cajoled 
the subdued European nations into accepting an aggressive anti- 
Soviet military alliance on April 4, 1949, under the title of North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO). 


But, side by side, positive developments also took place. 
Within a span of two years, the countries in the Indian Sub- 
continent attained independence; China overthrew Chiang Kai- 
shek along with his imperialist backers; the Dutch had to finally 
withdraw from Indonesia; and an anti-imperialist, anti-zionist 
wave of struggle swept through the Arab homeland against the 
usurpation of Palestine. Though an armistice was imposed on the 
Arabs in 1949, the cause of the Palestinian people thrown out of 
their homeland and the blood and tears of thousands of their 
compatriots continued to remind the world conscience that the 
Arabs including the Palestinians would never accept the situation 
as a fait accompli. 


On the South East Asian and Far Eastern fronts, the US 
imperialists, unnerved at the triumph of national liberation forces. 
hatched a conspiracy to unleash a war at the door of China. 
President Truman declared war on Korea on June 25, 1950, and 
US troops crossed into the Chinese mainland. The United Nations 
was manipulated into sanctifying US aggression. But the forces of 
peace the world over rose to a man oppose aggression and 
condemn imperialist adventurism. Finally an armistice was 


signed in July, 1953, only to prolong the agony of Korea. 
In Indo-China the Vietminh forces led by Dr. Ho Chi Minh, 
scored a series of victories against French colonialists backed by 
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US imperialists. France, however, decided to withdraw after the 
Dien Bien Phu defeat. But US Foreign Secretary John Foster 
Dulles, in a statement issued on March 29, 1954, threatened 
“united action against Chinese Communist expansion” In the 
circumstances, Chou En-lai, the then Chinese Prime Minister, 
visited New Delhi to confer with the neutralist Indian Prime 
Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru. They came out with the historic 
proclamation of their adherence to “Panchashilla” — the five 
pillars of peaceful coexistence — which was enshrined in the 
Bandung Declaration of Afro-Asian leaders the following year. 


Dulles following up his threat of united action by sponsoring 
the South-East Asian Collective Defence Pact which created the 
South-East Asian Treaty Organisation (SEATO) by a treaty 
signed in Manila on September 8, 1954. 


Africa also was in ferment during this period. The whole 
continent, which was groaning under ruthless colonial 
subjugation; exploitation and suppression, witnessed the 
unfolding of national liberation movements on an unprecedented 
scale. In this situation colonel Gamal Abdul Nasser, whose Free 
Officers Movement overthrew King Farouk on July 23, 1952, 
turned Egypt into a bastion of anti-imperialist, anti-zionist 
struggles in the Arab homeland and a fountainhead of inspiration 
for national liberation movements in Africa. After assuming 
Presidency in 1954, Nasser proclaimed his foreign policy as 
neutral and independent. 


Asian and African leaders who felt the imperative need for 
consolidating and coordinating the struggles of the peoples of 
Asia and Africa against imperialism, colonialism and neo- 
colonialism, and for peaceful co-existence of nations with different 
political systems, sponsored an Afro-Asian Conference which 
was held in Bandung (Indonesia) on April 18, 1955, under the 
sponsorship of President Abdul Rahman Ahmed Sukamo. The 
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conference, attended among others, by Chinese Prime Minister 
Chou En-lai, Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru and 
Egyptian President Gamal Abdul Nasser, brought the anti 
imperialist and anti-colonialist forces of the two continents much 
closer. The conference incorporated in its Declaration the Chou- 
Nehru Panchashilla. These five pillars or principles of peaceful 
co-existence were. 


a. Respect for the fundamental human rights and the purpose 
and principles of the UN Charter; 


b. Respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of all 
nations. 


c. Abstention from intervention or interference in the internal 
affairs of other countries; 


d. Recognition of the equality of all races and the equality of all 
nations, large and small; and 


e. Abstention from acts or threats of aggression or the use of 
force. 


In a Declaration on Promotion of World Peace and 
Cooperation the conference urged the nations to live together in 
peace, “free from mistrust and fear and with confidence and 
goodwill towards each cther’’. 


The conference branded colonialism as an evil which should 
speedily be brought to an end, deplored the policies of racial 
segregation and discrimination, and declared in favour of general 
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disarmament and the prohibition of manufacture, testing and use 
of nuclear weapons. The conference condemned the conclusion 
of the South East-Asian Treaty Organisation (SEATO) and the 
Baghdad Pact. 


The concept of the future of Non-aligned movement was 
taking its roots. 


In the meantime, the British imperialists, acting as brokers for 
the US imperialists, undertook to conclude an aggressive regional 
military alliance in the Middle East in line with the North Atlantic 
Treaty under the pretext of containing Soviet Communist Power. 
The Baghdad Pact was signed on February 24, 1955. After Iraq’s 
withdrawal from the Pact following the 1958 Revolution the 
atlance was renamed as the ‘Central Treaty Organisation 
(CENTO). 


The NATO, CENTO and SEATO, the numerous US military 
bases encircling Soviet Union and China and the bilateral military 
pacts entered into by US with a large number of countries 
heightened cold war tension. These measures were taken 
primarily in the context of Big Power conflict. However, these were 
also used as instruments of interference in the internal affairs of 
member-countries. The so-called anti-subversion operations of 
these pacts were also directed against the nationalist aspirations 
of the people of the respective regions. It is worth recalling in this 
connection that the plot for Anglo-French invasion of Suez in 1956 
was reportedly drawn up at the Ministerial Council meeting of the 
Baghdad Pact held in London. 


The Soviet leadership, under the circumstances, concluded 
the Warsaw Pact on May 14, 1955. 
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The stage was set for Big Power military confrontation. 


These alarming developments brought many independent 
heads together. President Tito of Yugoslavia, President Nasser of 
Egypt, President Sukarmo of Indonesia and Prime Minister Nehru 
of India held series of consultations. They agreed that under the 
existing international conditions marked by acute rivalry between 
East-West Power blocs, the best course for the newly emerging 
countries to pursue was an. independent foreign policy which 
would be neutral in form, but positive in content. The 
independence of action in foreign affairs would allow them to keep 
from joining any military alliance. And the positive content of the 
policy would enjoin upon them to keep alive the Bandung spirit 
and follow more vigorously the path of struggle against 
imperialism, neo-colonialism and interference. 


The newly independent countries of Asia, Africa and Latin 
America learned from their own experience that when a country 
Joins a military pact based on power bloc rivalry, it gives rise to a 
war psychosis which runs counter to democratic aspirations. of the 
people. Its defence system becomes tied to Big Powers, war 
machine and it loses its independence of action. On the other 
hand, the development programmes of such countries remain 
unimplemented owing to the ever rising demands of military 
budget. The situation also creates conditions favourable for the 
infiltration of foreign monopoly capital that conspires to suppress all 
initiatives at developing national economy. In_ these 
circumstances, internal dissensions mount steadily, economy 
collapses and finally, destablisation process starts. In its wake, 
peoples’ miseries increase further and social upheavals take 
place, The vicious circle operates in almost all developing 
countries that tie themselves to any Power bloc or multi-lateral 
military alliance. This experience drew larger number of adherents 
to the policy of positive neutralism and Non-alignment. 


193 


The Non-aligned nations held their first conference in 
Belgrade in 1961 where only 28 countries and provisional 
governments were represented as full-fledged participants or 
observers. Since then adherents to the policy have steadily been 
increasing. The number of the two categories of participants was 
77 at the Algiers Summit. And at the Lima Foreign Ministers 
Conference the number rose to over one hundred including 
“guests’’. The number of full-fledged participants alone was 81 at 
Lima. This situation has added a new dimension to the policy 
which has now developed into a movement of universal 
significance. The success of the movement lies in the fact that it 
has substantially contributed to the relaxation of tension by 
creating public opinion against the threats of war and division of 
the world into opposing blocs, strengthened the principle of 
peaceful co-existence among states regardless of social systems, 
acted constructively in the maintenance of peace in all crisis 
situations and initiated a number of measures through the United 
Nations and its appropriate agencies, with a view to establishing 
a new international economic order based on justice, equality and 
self-determination. 


The development of the policy of Non-alignment into an 
intemational movement reflected adequately on the Fourth 
Summit Conference held in Algiers in September (5-9), 1973. The 
conference made objective assessment of international political 
and economic conditions and drew correct conclusions. The 
Summit called for complete withdrawal of zionist aggressors from 
occupied Arab lands, restoration of the national rights of 
Palestinians, decolonisation of Africa and bringing to an end 
white minority rule and racial discrimination in southern Africa 
The conference also urged the liquidation of the Diego Garcia 
military base in pursuance of the UN resolution dectaring the 
Indian Ocean a zone of peace. The conference expressed its 
solidarity with the struggle of the peoples of Indo-China for 
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national independence against imperialist ' aggressors. The 
Summit denounced neo-colonial exploitation and called for a new 
international economic order aimed at bridging the gap between 
rich and poor nations. 


The Arab-zionist War of October, 6, 1973, broke out less than 
a month after the Algiers conference had concluded. The Non- 
aligned countries, being true to the policy of the movement, came 
out with all-out support to Arabs and unqualified denunciation of 
the imperialist-zionist aggressors. At the United Nations the Non- 
aligned nations built up a massive campaign to isolate the enemy 
and force him to retreat. 


The oil-exporting countries among the Non-aligned nations 
effectively applied oil-embargo with a view to isolating the zionist 
enemy and its accomplices. Threats held out by the US 
imperialists to use force to break the boycott failed to cow down 
the OPEC. The Non-aligned countries backed them unflinchingly 
at that hour of crisis. 


The decision of oil-exporting countries to adjust the price of 
crude oil was the most significant event of the period. This was for 
the first time that the producers of raw materials exercised their 
sovereign rights over their produce without submitting to the 
dictates of international price manipulators. This independence of 
action of OPEC set an example before other raw material 
producing countries of the Third World to take appropriate 
measures for securing fdir export price of their primary produce. A firm 
foundation of cooperation between the members of OPEC and the 
Third World countries was also laid, when the latter wholeheartedly 


supported the former on the issue, even against heavy odds. 


The Algiers Summit lent total support to the cause of the 
Palestinian people. During the post-Algiers period the struggle of 
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the people of Palestine for the restoration of their national rights 
reached a new high. The Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO) 
was admitted into the UN as an observer. With the full backing 
and active cooperation of the Non-aligned and other developing 
countries the Palestinians succeeded in isolating ‘Israel’ and 
unmasking zionism. The General Assembly of the UN determined 
zionism as a form of racism. Besides, on bilateral level, a large 
number of countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America severed 
their diplomatic relations with ‘Israel’. The Palestinian people’s 
armed struggle, which scored one victory after another during the 
period, prepared the ground for radically changing the 
international public opinion in their favour. A number of developed 
nations also supported the initiatives of Non-aligned countries at 
various stages of Palestinian diplomatic offensive. 


The Algiers Conference extended wholehearted support to 
liberation movements of Asia and Africa. The call was crowned 
with success in Africa and Indo-China. African cotonies of Guinea 
Bissaa, Cape Verde Islands, Mozambique and Angola have 
achieved their national independence. The heroic struggle of the 
Vietnamese, Cambodian and Laotian peoples for national 
Salvation have scored final victory. The Non-aligned nations. will 
undoubtedly do their best to help rebuild these nations on the 
basis of mulual concern for each other’s development. 


The peoples of Zimbabwe, Namibia, South Africa and other 


remaining colonies have been looking forward to-the Non-aligned 
nations for moral and material support to their struggle for national 
independence and for bringing an end to neo-colonial exploitation 
of their resources. If the Non-aligned nations actively help these 
liberation movements to win final victory, the dangers of Big 
Power intervention in these areas will recede substantially. 


The developments in the Indian Ocean region are posing a 
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serious threat to peace and security. The US Administration is 
strengthening and expanding the military base at Diego Garcia. 
For this purpose the entire indigenous population of the British 
colony has been uprooted. The British bases in the Arabian Gulf 
have been placed at the disposal of the US Navy. The Anglo-US 
fnilitary planners are also seeking naval facilities in the East Coast 
of Africa. 


All these disturbing developments are taking place in the area 


against the wishes of the peace-loving peoples of the world in 
general and those of the littoral countries in particular. 


Back in 1971 Sri Lanka and Tanzania urged the 26th Session 
of the UN General Assembly to declare the Indian Ocean as 4 
zone of peace. At that session the General Assembly adopted 
Declaration according to which the Indian Ocean, within limits 
determined, was designated for all time as a zone of peace. The 
Assembly called upon the Great Powers, the littoral and hinterland 
states and other maritime users of the Indian Ocean to enter into 
consultations with each other with a view to realising the aims of 
the Declaration. 


At its 27th Session, the General Assembly established an Ad 
Hoc Committee which was subsquently enlarged, to prepare a 
report on the Indian Ocean. The 28th Session of the General 
Assembly, having considered the report, requested the Ad Hoc 
Committee to continue its work. The session also requested the 
Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of consultant 
experts, a factual statement on the Great Powers’ military presence 
in the Indian Ocean in all its aspects with special reference to their 
naval deployments, conceived in the context of Great Power 
rivalry. 


The Ad Hoc Committee considered the factual statement and 
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decided to annex the same to its own report to the General 
Assembly. 


The 29th Session of the General Assembly adopted the draft 
resolution recommended by the Ad Hoc Committee. By this 
resolution the General Assembly, inter alia, 


a. called upon the Great Powers to refrain from increasing their 
military presence in the region of the Indian Ocean; 


b. requested the littoral and hinterland states of the Indian 
Ocean to enter into consultations with a view to convening a 
conference on the Indian Ocean; 


c. invited all states, especially the Great Powers, to cooperate 
with the Ad Hoc Committee; 


d. requested the Ad Hoc Committee to continue its work. 


In the mean time the Algiers Summit of the Non-aligned 
nations unequivocally demanded ‘the liquidation of the Diego 
Garcia base and called upon all concemed Powers to end their 
military activities so as to make the Indian Ocean region a zone of 
peace in accordance with the Declaration of the UN. So far all 
these pleadings have fallen on deaf ears. 


The most pressing but difficult issue the world is facing today 
is the question of bridging the gap between richer minority and 
poorer majority of the peoples of the world. The Non-aligned 
nations have all along pursued a pragmatic policy in this regard and 
pleaded for a meaningful dialogue between the developed and 
developing nations. The Algiers Summit called for a special 
session of the UN General Assembly devoted to development and 
international economic cooperation. In the meantime, at the 
initiative of President Boumedienne (who died in March 1979), the co- 
ordinator of the activities of Non-aligned nations, the 6th Special 
Session of the UN General Assembly was held in April, 1974. The 
Session adopted a Declaration and a Programme of Action for the 
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establishment of a New International Economic Order based on 
equity, sovereign equality and cooperation among all states. The 
Session highlighted the balance of payments difficulties of the most 
seriously affected developing countries. The 7th Special Session 
of the UN General Assembly, held in 1975, discussed the 
problems in further details and prepared the ground for the Paris 
Conference on Economic Cooperation and other international 
conference aimed at implementing the Declaration and 
Programme of Action of the 6th Special Session of the Assembly. 


Since the convening of the 6th Special Session of the 
General Assembly, all international conferencs held under the 
aegis of UN supported the cause of the Non-aligned and other 
developing countries. The World Raw Materials Conference held 
in Dakar, Senegal, (February 3-8 1975) reaffirmed that it would be 
impossible to assure more stable supply of raw materials to the 
world market unless an international mechanism was developed 
and income distributed in such a way as to guarantee the speedier 
and unhampered advancement of developing countries. The 
second conference of UNIDO on the _ industrialisation of 
developing countries held in Lima, Peru, (March 12-26, 1975) 
concluded that neither optimal food production, nor rational 
utilisation of natural resources in the interest of all, would be 
possible unless a determined approach was made to industrialise 
the undeveloped part of the world inhabited by over two-thirds of 
mankind. The World Population Conference held in Bucharest 
(August 19-30, 1974) and the world conference relating to 
International Women’s Year held in Mexico City (June 19-July 2, 
1975) came to the conclusion that it was impossible to solve any 
world problem in isolation, outside the context of development 
strategy and without introducing the New International Economic 
Order. The Third UN Conference on the International Law of the 


Sea held in Geneva (March 17-May, 9, 1975) also arrived at the 
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same conclusion. But the Western industrialised nations, whose 
policies are determined by multinational companies and big 
monopoly houses, will not be convinced. They will not appreciate 
the need for changing the economic system that seeks to 
perpetuate the present state of affairs in the intemational 
economic field. 


According to a survey conducted by the United Nations 
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), during: the 
first few months of 1975, the prices of raw materials registered a 
fall of 17 per cent, while the prices of manufactured goods during the 
same period. leapt upward by 7 per cent. The industrialised 
nations refuse to take this factor into consideration. The 
apologists of neo-colonial exploitation cry hoarse over the rise in 
price of crude oil. The impact of increased price of oil on the gross 
income of industrialised countries amounts to only 2 per cent or 
less according to their own estimates. But the impact of declining 
prices of raw materials on the gross national income of developing 
countries is colossal because of the fact that earnings from raw 
materials account for 90 per cent of their national income. 


The economists of developed nations claim that 70 to 80 
thousand million dollars have been transferred to the oil exporting 
countries since the rise in oil prices in late 1973, and this massive 
transfer of wealth is responsible for the present world economic. 
imbalance. They conveniently fail to point out that the above 
figures are actually the indicators of the extent of exploitation the 
oil-exporting countries were subjected to in the past. The extent of 
exploitation of other raw material producing countries is also 
staggering. 


According to recent estimates, in 1975 alone 16 thousand 
million dollars flowed out of the developing countries into the 
coffers of developed nations through unjust terms of trade. The 
balance of payments deficit of non-oil producing countries 
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amounted to nine thousand million dollars in 1973, around 24 
thousand million dollars in 1974 and 45 thousand million dollars in 
1975. The burden of their foreign debt rose from 38.1 thousand 
million dollars in 1965 to around 150 thousand million dollars in 
1975. These figures testify to the increasing misery of the 
developing countries resulting from their cruel exploitation by 
developed nations through the mechanism of the existing 
unworkable economic system. Only by changing this system 
drastically, ending further exploitation and taking measures for 
transferring part of the plundered wealth back to the hitherto 
exploited countries can the present economic imbalance in the 
world be remedied. 


The Third Ministerial level meeting of the “Group of 77” held 
in Manila in early 1976 discussed the above dismal situation. The 
Non-aligned nations contributed substantially to the discussions 
at the conference which adopted an Integrated Commodity 
Programme. The Programme formed the main topic of discussion 
at the UNCTAD-IV session at Nairobi, Kenya, from May 5 to May 
30, 1976. The Manila Programme, inter alia, recommended. 


a. The establishment of a common fund for financing of 
international stocks of commodities. 


b. The setting up of international stocks for suitable commodi- 
ties, such as sugar, coffee, cocoa, copper, tea, jute, sisal, 
cotton, rubber, tin, bananas, bauxite, vegetable oils etc. 


c. The improvement of facilities for the compensatory 
financing of fluctuations in the export earnings of developing 
countries. 


d. Multi-lateral trade commitments by governments on 
commodities. 


e The removal of trade barriers and other impediments to the 
expansion of commodity processing in developing countries. 
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Besides the above other key issues that came up before the 
154-nation UNACTAD Fourth Session were: 


a. New indexation of prices of primary products based on linking 
the prices of raw materials to the industrial import cost of 
developing countries. 


Writing off and rescheduling of debts of Third World countries. 
Transfer of technology and resources to poor countries with a 


view to helping them achidve accelerated pace of 
development. 


d. Industrialised world free its patents for the immediate use of 
developing world and extend facilities for marketing the 
latters’ industrial manufactures. 


After encountering stiff resistance from some of the most 
advanced countries the UNCTAD session was successful in 
adopting a programme to restructure global commodity trade in 
order to stabilise and increase earnings of developing countries. 
The adoption of the resolution on an Integrated Programme for 
Commodities — viewed by many countries as a key element in 
the creation of a New International Economic Order — came on 
the final day of the Conference. The proposal envisages ensuring 
to the primary producers “‘remunerative and just” prices which will 
take into account world inflation, monetary changes and cost of 
manufactured imports. 


As part of the Integrated Programme, the Conference agreed 
that steps will be taken “towards the negotiation of a common 
fund” for the financing of buffer stocks. The operation of buffer 
stocks, which could be held or sold as conditions required, would 
help end the wide fluctuations in commodity prices. 


A detailed time-table was set up for negotiations on the 
éommon fund and on individual products, from September, 1976. 
through the end of 1978, when commodity negotiations “should 
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be concluded”. Earlier in the session, more than 20 countries had 
expressed readiness to contribute to a common fund. Specific 
pledges amounting to 156 million dollars were made by the 
Philippines, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Norway, Yugoslavia and 
Kenya. 


A list of 19 commodities was approved for coverage under 


the programme, with the understanding that other products could 
be added. 


In addition to its decisions on the Commodity Programme, the 


Conference: 


a. 


f. 


called for expansion of manufacured exports of developing 
countries by methods including duty - free - entry of such 
products into developed countries as well as adaptation of the 
generalised system of preferences so as to respond to 
developing countries needs; 


asked developed countries to encourge shifts in their 
domestic production which are’ less _ competitive 
internationally, to permit re-deployment of such industries to 
developing countries; 


urged that the continuing multilateral trade negotiations in 
GATT provide special and more favourable treatment for 
developing countries; 

set up an expert group to draft a code of conduct on transfer 
of technology. 

outlined meansures to strengthen the technological capacity 
of developing countries, and set objectives for revision of the: 
international patent system; and 


asked for international support for the efforts of developing 


countries to increase their economic cooperation among 
themselves. 
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The Non-aligned group of nations played a very significant 
role in the deliberations of UNCTAD Nairobi session. The 
conference achieved only partial success; but certainly it 
witnessed a major struggle by the Third World, led by the Non- 
aligned nations, for a better economic order. 


Admittedly, the task to introduce a new economic order, 
accelerate the pace of industrialisation of developing countries, 
ensure just and fair price of commodities and holp developing 
countries-overcome their balance of payments difficulties requires 
active cooperation of developed countries. The basis of this 
cooperation lies in the’ realisation that gone are 
the days of piracy and plunder. Any solution based on economic 
blackmail backed up by big stick diplomacy is doomed to failure. By 
dismissing the.demands of developing countries as mere slogans, as 
has been done by some powerful quarters, will not help the industn- 
alised nations either. If the industrialised nations sincerely cooperate 
with developing countries to implement the decisions and 
recommendations of the UNCTAD-IV, the task of introducing the 
New International Economic Order will become much easier to the 
advantage of all nations, rich or poor, developed or developing. 


The Non-aligned movement, in the circumstances discussed 
above, will be obliged to further intensify the struggle, particularly 
against the exploitation of primary products by monopoly capital 
and multi-national companies. The ruthless plundering of 
resources by multi-national companies in many countries of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America have been thoroughly exposed by studies 
conducted by UNCTAD as well as independent investigators. 
There are still people who will argue that the developing countries 
cannot afford to shut their doors to multi-national companies for 
the sake of achieving the take-off stage of their economy. But very 
few countries of the Third World have reaped long-term benefits 
from the operations of these companies, or for that matter, from 
the investments of other foreign monopolies. The countries that 
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fall victim to temptations of these investors find themselves placed 
in a vicious circle: their domestic capital accumulation suffers a 
set-back, balance of payments diffculties mount, industrialisation 
hampers and further dependence on foreign capital increases. In 
some cases, however, per capita GNP goes up as a result of 
increased income of a handful of bourgeoisie. But these cases do 
not reflect the relative prosperity of the concerned countries where 
the widening gap between the incomes of the privileged few and 
the masses only aggravates social tension. 


However, it will be unrealistic to expect that all the concerned 
Non-aligned nations will be able to carry forward the struggle 
against neo-colonialism unswervingly in the face of machinations 
by imperialists, domestic pressure groups and their foreign 
principals. Some countries successfully withstand all pressures, 
while others tend to make a compromise. For example, the July 
17 Revolution in Iraq (1968) succeeded in bringing Iraqi 
petroleun under national ownership, control and management by 
nationalising all foreign interests (June 1, 1972 and Dec. 8, 1975) 
and thus strengthened the base of national economy. But, most 


other oil-exporting countries could not do so. In spite of this 
weakness on the part of many OPEC members, all of them 
collectively exercised their sovereign right over the pricing of their 
primary product. While Iraq has achieved total victory over neo- 
colonialists, others have scored at least partial victory. It proves 
that given the orientation, determination and organisation, the 
struggle against monopoly capital and multi-nationals can be 
successfully accomplished. The development, — socialist 
construction and welfare activities that are now going on in lraq 
following the nationalisation of oil, should serve as pointers to 
those who question the wisdom of keeping the foreign monopolies 
and multi-national companies at bay. 


As the Non-aligned nations have been tackling complex 
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economic and other problems of worldwide import, they are 
required to forge greater coordination among themselves and 
keep more attentive watch on the development of events in world 
affairs. So, the need for setting up some kind of a permanent 
organisational structure of the movement is being strongly felt by 
a large number of participant-countries. However, care should be 
taken to make this organisational structure basically different from 
the bloc-style organisational set-ups. The very nature of the 
movement suggests that its organisational set-up should be a 
functional institution which will facilitate the processing and 
distribution of documents, resolutions and decisions of 
conferences; collect and compile statistical data on various 
economic and other technical issues as reference materials for 
the conferees; maintain liaison among the participant-countries 
whose number has been increasing every year. The issues that 
usually come up before the Non-aligned conferences have 
multiplied and become much more technical and complicated 
than before. Therefore, it may reasonably be expected that the 
movement will realistically consider these new factors and opt for 
setting up a suitable permanent organisational structure. 


The Foreign Ministers of Non-aligned nations, in their 
conference held in Lima, Peru, from August 25-29, 1975, decided 
to expand the criteria for participation in the Non-aligned 
conference. Besides ‘Full-fledged Participants’ and ‘Observers’, a 
selected category of countries were accepted as ‘Guests’. This 
decision gave rise to some questions in the ranks of the 
movement. 


It may be recalled here that the preparatory meeting held in 
Cairo in June (5-12), 1961, for the Non-aligned Nation’s Summit in 


Belgrade defined the criteria for participants in two categories — 

‘Full-fledged Participants’ and ‘Observers’. According to the Cairo 

criteria, if a country meets the following conditions, it will be invited 

to participate at the Non-aligned conference as a Full-fledged 

Participant: 

a. acceptance of an independent policy based on the principles 
of co-existence and Non-alignment, or the tendency to 
pursue such a policy. 


b. extending lasting support to national liberation movements; 


c. not belonging to multi-lateral military alliances, agreements or 
pacts, formed in the context of the conflict between the Big 
Powers. 


The liberation movements that accept the above policy, are 
invited as Observers 


However, in the case of parties to bilateral military 
agreements or pacts and countries conceding military bases, 
conditions have been laid down that such countries cannot be 
invited unless it can be established that these agreements or 
pacts have not been concluded and military bases have not been 
conceded in the context of conflict between the Big Powers. 


The Cairo criteria were reaffirmed at the preparatory meeting 
held in Colombo on March 23, 1964, for the Second Summit in 
Cairo. The Colombo meeting also decided to extend invitation to 
all countries, provisional governments and liberation movements 
which had joined the Organisation of African Unity (OAU) or had 
been recognised by OAU. Besides, all participants of the Arab 
Summit Conference held in Cairo in January, 1964, were invited. 
Invitations were also extended to a number of Latin American 
countries and neutral European nations like Austria, Sweden and 
Finland. The Rio Pact of 1947 concluded among Latin American 
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countries was not considered to be a pact concluded in the 
context of Big Power conflict. 


The prepartory meeting held in Dar-es-Salaam (April 13-17) 
in 1970 for the Third Summit Conference in Lusaka, decided that 
invitations should be sent out to countries which met the criteria 
defined by the 1961 and 1964 preparatory meetings held 
respectively in Cairo and Colombo. These criteria, being so 
comprehensive as they are, should be able to meet demands of 
changing international relations of today also. The concept and 
content of Non-alignment do not call for revision. 


However, in the interest of unity and solidarity among Non- 
aligned nations, the category of “guests” as defined by Lima 
conference should be maintained with a view to helping guest 
participants withdraw from multilateral military pacts and alliances. 
But the criteria of Full-fledged Participants and Observers as 
defined by the preparatory meetings held in Cairo and Colombo 
and upheld at Dares-Salaam need not be revised. 

The Fifth Summit Conference of the Non-aligned nations 
successfully concluded in Colombo on August 20 1976. The conf- 
erence which opened on August 16, was attended by 106 countr- 


ies — 86 full-fledged participants, 11 observers and 9 guests. The all- 
time high number of delegations taking part in the conference speaks 


eloquently of the importance the Non-aligned Movement has 
assumed in the affairs of the world today. 


The conference was graced by the presence of a number of 
new countries as full-fledged participants. They include, among 
others, unified Vietnam, Angola, Mozambique, Guinea Bissau and 
Cape Verde. These countries symbolise the very essence of Non- 
aligned Movement — achieving total victory in their protracted 
fight against imperialism and colonialism and at the same time, 
following steadfastly their independent path to progress keeping 
away from military blocs. 
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The success of the Colombo conference may be summed up 
under three heads: 


a. maintaining the unity of the Non-aligned community; 


giving top priority to burning political issues of international 
character; 


Cc. paying adequate attention to economic problems of the Third 
World countries in general and the Non-aligned nations in 
particular. 


The Fifth Summit settled the thorny question of criteria of 
participants amicably to strengthen the foundations of the Non- 
aligned Movement. The criteria determined at the previous 
summits were maintained and no basic revision was resorted to. 


On the question of pin-pointing the burning political issues the 
conference achieved outstanding success. It calmly withstood 
pressures of bilateral disputes and resolutely marched ahead with 
the formulation of the common and specific political task. The 
Political Declaration itself is the monument of success of the 
conference in this respect. The declaration, inter alia, said that: 


a. No lasting and just peace could be established in the Middle 
East without the withdrawal of the zionist forces from all the 
occupied Arab territories and the acknowledgement of the 
inalienable rights of the Arab people of Palestine. All steps 
taken by the zionist occupation authorities to alter the historic, 
demographic and geographic features of the area and ruin its 
cultural pattern must be undone. 


b. The Non-aligned community must keep up its total support to 
the just struggle of the people of Palestine. 


c. Zionism is a form of racism and racial discrimination and the 
collusion between the zionist entity and the apartheid regime 
of the South African whites, particularly their nuclear 
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collaboration poses grave danger to peace, security and 
freedom. 


The Summit deplored the fact that a number of major Western 
powers “continue to give comfort and encouragment to the racist 
regimes by their economic, military and other collaboration”. 


On African liberation movement the conference echoed the 
sentiments of the entire freedom-loving peoples of the world. It 
expressed firm support for the people of Zimbabwe in their 
struggle for achieving majority rule “using all means at their 
disposal including armed struggle”. The conference called for the 
total isolation of lan Smith’s racist rule and suggested expansion 
of mandatory sanctions against the illegal regime. 


The conference: called upon all the Non-aligned states to 
“actively and practically support the frontline and enclave states, 
namely, Zambia, Mozambique, Angola, Botswana, Lesotho and 
Swaziland, who are victims of constant harassments, 
provocations and in some cases repeated acts of aggression by 
the fascist minority regimes”. 


The conference unequivocally denounced arms race and 
military build-up and urged for creating zones of peace in the 
Indian Ocean and other areas of tension. The summit called for an 
international conference on disarmament as well as for a special 
UN session to be convened on the same topic not later than 1978. 


The conference stressed that international tensions could not 
be alleviated without positive contribution on the part of the Third 
World countries. 


In its Economic Declaration the conference said: 


a. Economic problems have emerged as the most acute issue in 
international relations today. 


b. The gap between the capitalist industrialised countries and 
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developing countries is one of the most threatening sources 
of world tension and conflict. 


c. These countries as a whole can no longer shy away from 
their responsibilities or ignore the fundamentally indivisible 
nature of global prosperity. 


The conference, by its Economic Plan of Action for 
Developing Countries decided to set up producers association for 
primary export commodities similar to the Organisation of 
Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC). This organisation will be 
able to enhance the bargaining capability of Third World countries. 

The conference studied the feasibility of introducing an 
international currency backed by the resources of the developing 
nations and setting up multi-national commercial bank of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America. If these projects can be worked out, the 
developing countries will be able to exercise sufficient economic 
independence. 

The Colombo conference proved to the world once again 
that the Non-aligned Movement is a positive force in international 
relations of today and the leaders of this movement are equal to 
the task. All imperialist machinations to subvert the movement 
failed miserably. 


The Sixth Summit, held in Havana, the Cuban capital 
(September 3-8, 1979), proved to be a landmark in the life of the 
Non-aligned Movement. The wise and courageous stewardship of 
President Saddam Hussein who led the Iraqi delegation, added a 
new dimension to the concept and method of work of the 
movement. The Summit adopted his proposal for creating a 
Special Fund for helping the Third World countries out of their 
balance of payments difficulty. Besides, his analysis of the 
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economic ills that are plaguing the world.today and the attainable 
measures that he suggested imbibed in the members of the 
movement a sense of confidence with which to proceed for 
establishing a New International Economic Order. The Summit 
which was participated by 96 countries — almost two-thirds of UN 
membership — withstood tremendous pressures from imperialists 
who were bent upon wrecking it, and in the process, the 
movement emerged more united than ever before. 


The Seventh Summit, to be held in Baghded in 1982, will 
carry the movement forward to a much higher level of 
accomplishments. This optimism is based on the formulation that 
as the Non-aligned Movement, since its emergence, has been 
serving the cause of peace and progress, humanity as a whole will 
ensure its victory.. The forward march of a movement of universal 
appeal can hardly be halted by the narrow machinations of the 
enemies of mankind. 
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